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Subj: Hi and need some help 

Date: 7/18/2003 11:49:19 AM Central Standard Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

To: EricNumis@AOL.COM 


Sent from the Internet (Details) 


Hi Eic, 


We conversed a few years and | helped you through some computer issues and passed on a photo of a suspect 
St Pat. 


| am researching the Hall/Brand Connecticut's with ink on edge. | would like to ask you to check a few coins in 
your collection. If you can do this, please respond; I'm not even sure if this email address is still valid. 


Regards, 
Neil Rothschild 
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Friday, July 18, 2003 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: RE: Hi and need some help 

Date: 7/18/2003 5:53:27 PM Central Standard Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

To: EricNumis@aol.com 


Sent from the Internet (Details) 


nic 


No rush. Let me explain my project, which | am working on with Robert Martin. We are investigating the Hall-ink 
on edge connection. Mike Hodder has tried to cast some doubt on the connection and | believe he is wrong. | 
believe that all the (genuine) inked on edge coins were either Hall's front line coins (to Wurtzbach/Brand) or in 
rare cases he upgraded a front line coin late in his collecting career and sold or traded off the dup. Hodder 
himself discovered one of those upgrades but | don't think he understood the events that transpired. 


| am tracking all the subsequent appearances of the inks on edge, tracing them back to Hall's handwritten ledger, 
plus a ledger prepared by the Brand estate in the 1950's. Your coins are very important for this project since you 
more or less bought them directly from the Brand estate (although | suspect that it was handled through BG 
Johnson- you were incredibly lucky to be situated in St Louis with Johnson! There is a story there if you care to 
tell... 


Anyway, aside from the fact that you have fantastic Hall/Brand R8 type coins in the Connecticut series, you also 
have the envelopes. You are probably the only person alive to have directly purchased the coins from the estate 
AND retained the envelopes, leaving no doubt as to chain of custody. Those envelopes are very important to my 
project because they definitively link your coins to Brand, then to Hall. According to Numismatic Lore, as retold to 
me, you have 26 of these Hall/Brand Connecticuts. If my info is correct, | have the varieties so | can make it easy 
for you. Most are inked, some are not. Many have the Brand envelopes with his inventory number. What | would 
like to do is to develop a chart, listing the varieties, with inventory numbers as | know them, and inked or not 
inked. | will put together a word document that you can print out and check off, making it easy for you. You can 
then verify my information and add anything of interest. | will put that chart together this weekend and email it to 
you. You can print it out with Word (| assume you have Word on your computer) and either update the word 
document or just mail me the printed list with your notes. 


Please take your time. This project will take me a year or more to complete. 


It is very interesting that most of your coins are not listed on the 1950's Brand ledger. The ledger was located by 
Bob Martin in the ANS archives and he transcribed it by hand. The ledger is an inventory and disposal list, 
created some time AFTER the initiation of the disbursal. Most of the entries include a date in the 1950's, and we 
assume that date is the date of sale. 


| am using that ledger as a foundation for my list. By the time that ledger was put together, most of the 1785's 
were disbursed (many to Oechsner). There are also a sprinkling of "missing" entries in the ledger, most of which 
match to your coins. You apparently had first shot at the collection (1 suspect via BGJ), which makes sense 
because you selected the best pieces! Do you recollect or have records of the date(s) that you purchased the 
Hall Connecticuts? That date would help to establish the far side of the disbursal timeframe. 


It is interesting that a half dozen or so of your pieces ARE listed on the Brand ledger, which tells me that you may 
have acquired those pieces at a later time. 


Regards, 
Neil 


coo Original Message----- 

From: EricNumis@aol.com [mailto:EricNumis@aol.com] 
Sent: Friday, July 18, 2003 4:58 PM 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Subject: Re: Hi and need some help 
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| thought the French and English Houses of Rothschild were merging and did not know what 
happened t you. | am still here and will be glad to try to help if there is no rush. | have a pile up of 
numismatic research projects but when | go to the bank | can try to find the pieces you want me to 
try to locate. You will have to tell me which Conn varieites you are interested in finding out about as | 
do not think you want me to find them by checking for the paint first. | have the original envelopes on 
some | believe. Cheers. Eric P. Newman 
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Subj: Re: Hi and need some help 


Date: 7/18/2003 8:24:46 PM Central Standard Time 
From: EricNumis 
Te: nrothschild@nmctech.com 


Dear Neil: Please send me a copy of the 1950 ledger with respect to the Hall coins. 

| presume that your understand that when Virgil Brand died his material was valued by B.G.Johnson. Then the 
two brothers(Armin and Horace) to whom it went could not agree to the method of division because Horace had 
alimony problems and wanted to avoid attachment for debt. Johnson had to divide each of many many segments 
of coins into two cigar box size groups of equal value. Then they would flip or choose as to which one would get 
which cigar box and the other brother would take the matching cigar boxful. They each got hundreds of cigar 
boxes full.How many cigar boxes of Conn coppers each received | do not know but there were probably lots of 
duplicates as Virgil bought collections as well as individual pieces. Armin Brand sent all of his cigar boxes full of 
coins to B.G.Johnson in St. Louis to sell on commission at the appraised prices. | presume this began close to 
year 1939, give or take a year or so. | have no idea when | bought some of them but it was prior to Johnson's 
death in 1946 or 1947. When | mounted about 15 of my Conns in frames | kept the envelopes at home and those 
envelopes were burglarized about 1961 but all Conns were in the bank vault. Most Conns were in their original 
envelopes at the vault, either Hall, Johnson or otherwise (The Hall envelope if any was usually inside a Johnson 
envelope) and still is. | never threw any away but never thought much of pedigree then. 

Your 1950 inventory is in my opinion entirely the work of Horace Brand and his entourage and could not possibly 
have included any of the coins | obtained as | never bought any from that source. You should not find any Hall 
pieces | have in that listing. You could have the same variety as a Hall variety | have. 

This as enough for now. Cheers. Eric P. Newman 

You may know most of this already but | wanted to be sure you 

did. 
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Subj: RE: Hi and need some help 

Date: 7/18/2003 11:20:21 PM Central Standard Time 

From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

To: EricNumis@aol.com 

File: HaliBrandLedgerV2.doc (205824 bytes) DL Time (46666 bps): < 1 minute 


Sent from the Internet (Details) 


Eric, 


| Knew the story about the cigar boxes, but never considered the impact of their "system" on the Conns in 
particular. As you can see from the attached list, the collection appears fairly complete, with the exception of the 
1785's and a sprinkling of "missing" coins. | believe the original collection, to Brand, contained 355 pieces. The 
ledger contains 291 pieces (82%). When tallying numbers remember that No. 1786 is a five piece "group lot" of 
horned busts. Maybe you can reconcile the cigar box splitting with the ledger. It is possible that monetarily they 
are equal, but if so the balance are all UNC. The 291 pieces in this list total $911.75 appraised value.. | am not 
aware of a complete appraisal listing. If one exists, it is probably in the EP Newman library. We may never know 
the appraised value of the other coins. 


| attached a word document. Bob Martin transcribed the ledger by hand to note paper. My daughté/, bless her 
heart, typed it into Ami Pro (a now defunct Lotus product), then converted into Word. | have been thinking of 
converting Bob's handwritten notes into a PDF document; | will do that this weekend but in the meantime, here is 
the typed version. If you have any trouble printing it, please let me know. 


| have compiled a list of original offerings of inked on edge Conns: New Netherlands 36th, 51st, possibly the 60th, 
Hessberg, Oechsner, Numisma, 1952 ANA, Bareford, Robison and Norweb. Then the ANS acquisitions, and a 
few odds and ends that showed up in later sales such as Stack's 6/94. Putting all that together it pretty much fits 
Hall's original list and the ledger, with the missing entries filled in) like a glove. There are exceptions, meaning 
unaccounted for duplication but that is a small minority of the alleged inked on edges. Also about 100 coins that 
have never shown up, but that may be just a matter of time. | think there may be a substantial hoard somewhere 
and it will surface some day. There is also the issue that some Hall coins apparently were not inked on edge 
(including a few of yours, | believe) and if so, they may never be identified after losing the original provenance. 


Regards, 
Neil 


Subj: Hall Connecticut coppers 


Date: 04/30/2005 8:40:47 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: EricNumis 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Dear Neil: 


It is about two years since | heard from you and | think | wrote you a year ago about the above 
matter. 

When | read the Stacks catalog for the May 10, 2005 sale | saw the inclusion of the Feb. 13, 
1945 Burdette Johnson (St. Louis Stamp and Coin Co.) invoice of the Hall coppers sold to 
Boyd. This contained a massive group of Connecticuts with the Hall numbers. The 

Stacks' comments as to the invoice indicated that it was difficult to tell who got what. | 
determined to try to find Johnson's copy of the invoice in my files. Eureka. | was shocked to 
see that Boyd returned most of the pieces but bought a group. This indicates why the matter is 
so complex. Perhaps | bought some later but | would still have them if | did. Perhaps they 
were sold by Johnson to someone else in some later invoice or invoices and that would 
require a determination as to who else that might be or whether they were subsequently 
returned to the Brand family. Johnson died in 1947 so it would not be too difficult. | was an 
executor and returned whatever Brand material was unsold. | remember seeing the cigar box 
full of the Connecticut coppers but that could have been before they were sent to 

Boyd. Perhaps Boyd's markings on his original invoice indicate what he bought 
but | presume no one else knows the entries | have on the retained copy of the invoice which 
are very specific. 

Are you still researching the subject? Are you aware of this situation? Who else is working on 
this? Who is going to try to buy the invoice? Does this invoice cover all of the Brand 
Connecticuts or only the portion which Armin Brand received? | would appreciate your 
thoughts, Will you inform me who buys the item? | am not bidding on the item. 

| hope this is interesting to you. My best Eric 


Saturday. April 30. 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: RE: Hall Connecticut coppers 


Date: 04/30/2005 9:37:09 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

To: EricNumis@aol.com 

A Enc, 


Good to hear from you again! | hope that you are still in good health. You are an amazing man. 


| have been thinking about you the past few weeks, and even had a draft email prepared, discussing this very topic. | 
personally lot viewed this week and reviewed the invoice. | believe that Boyd bought only the 1785's listed on the consignment 
invoice, except for the four coins that have X’s next to them. The checked 1785's equal the $73.00 handwritten on the top of 
the invoice. The $103.00 above it is the total of all the 1785’s. The $34.00 difference is the total of the 4 X’d out items. There 
are four lots on the last page, Hall inventory numbers 2006, 2007, 2008 and 2009 that are checked in the same blue pencil as 
the 1785’s. Those four inventory numbers are listed as 1788 2-D, 1788 1-I, a “curiously double struck” but unattributed coin, 
and another 2-D. | believe those four items were also bought by Bord and some or, more likely, all, ended up in the Stack’s 
Bareford sale, where Bob Martin purchased the 1-l. That 1-I (and all the other Hall/Brand conns in the Bareford Sale) came 
with the BGJ inventory envelopes. Interestingly, the 1-l was accompanied by the wrong envelope. Some mistake somewhere 
along the way. 


The ANS has a similar list, which | have previously discussed with you and may have sent you a copy via email. That list was 
created in the late 1950’s and includes all of the same entries EXCEPT the 1785s that are checked and the four 1788 coins 
listed above. It is apparent to me that the list (and maybe the coins) were sent to Boyd. He selected the 1785’s that are 
checked off, and the 1788 four lots. He then returned the others or whatever. 


The sale includes a number of 1785’s that are inked on edge and they match, as best as can be determined, the list. The sale 
includes some other inked on edge coins. Lot number 485, a 1788 M.9-E, is cataloged as inked on edge but itis NOT. | triple 
checked the coin. It is not inked on edge but it is inked on obverse (probably Hays- | think Hodder got that part right). 


Lot number 267 is a 1786 M.5.7-H.1, ex 1920 Miller Sale and also inked on edge. That had me puzzled but | checked the 
Lowe’s Sale#157, Feb 28, 1911. That sale includes Hall duplicates allegedly from the Hall estate. That sale includes lot 342, 
attributed as “5-H”. | believe that Miller acquired that coin from the Low sale. Ford lot 299 was acquired from that sale and 
attributed as such on the accompanying small square ticket. Other details in this sale and other sales, plus my review of the 
Hall Notebook in the Connecticut State Library, leads me to believe that Hall’s later acquisitions (say post 1895 or so) were not 
all inked on edge or possibly none were inked on edge. | suspect that his core collection, acquired prior to 1890, was all inked 
on edge. 


All the other ink on edge coins in the Ford sale makes sense to me. No mysteries once the M.9-E and M.5.7-H.1 was 
straightened out. They were either part of this Boyd acquisition or documented as from Hall to Hays, probably front line coins 
that were inked on edge and then later upgraded, with the dup to Hays. 


| am working on this with Robert Martin. We plan to jointly publish a paper if we ever get it all ironed out. | know of no one else 
seriously interested in this research. | think this sale is will be the last word on the Hall and Hays saga. | doubt there are any 
other unknown holdings with documentation to these collectors, although there are many ink on edge coins that are now 
unaccounted for. 


Bob and/or | might buy that invoice if it is reasonable but neither of us have deep pockets. You should buy it. | would hate to 
see it go to someone who is unwilling to share the data. | do believe that the invoice is substantially identical (other than a 
descriptive word here and there) to the ANS inventory list of the elate ‘50s except as | indicate above. 


| believe your BUG invoice that you found will list the following Connecticuts: 


Hall# Variety (per invoice; often mangled) 
17003 A-& 

14702 <"B-31° 

1704 3-1-B (Miller 3.1-L) 

1705 3-2-B (Miller 3.2-L) 

1707 = 1/A-3 

1711  3-5/Doty 3 (I love that one) (Miller 3.5-B) 
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1716 4-3/D.1 

1717 4-4/5C 

1720 4-4/D 

1722 6.2-F:1 

Aten” 2 Se2leA 

1726 6-4/D.2 (Miller 6.4-K) 
1727 6-4/D.4 (Miller 6.4-l) 
1728 6-4/F.5 

1730 ~7IDA 

2008 2/D 

2007 —1/Il 

2008 Curiously Double Struck 
2009 2/D* 


The total for the above should be $92.00. 


You will notice that Ford lot 512 does NOT include any of the coins you bought, including the unique African Head and others 
within that first page. You purchased your coins prior to Feb 13, 1945 (date of the invoice) and that invoice exludes your coins, 
as well as a few others that were apparently sold to others. 


| believe that the above will concur with your excellent memory, as | understand your email below. Please verify if your copy of 
the invoice reflects the above. | assume that your copy is not just a carbon copy of lot 512? | would like to see a copy of your 
invoice if you would not mind. | am becoming more confident in my conclusions but need all the documentation | can get. | do 
believe that Ford, via New Netherlands, later handled the bulk of the material. Some were sold in new Netherlands sales, A 
large group (mostly 1787's) were sold in bulk to Stack’s and then to Ed Hessberg. Oechsner got a bunch, plus Bareford 
(including some that Boyd purchased in 1945). | believe the bulk sat idle until 1952 or so, when the distribution began in 
earnest. Ironically, John J Ford has the answers but apparently does not want to talk about it since little of use came from him 
via the cataloging. 


Regards, 
Neil 


aennn Original Message----- 

From: EricNumis@aol.com [mailto:EricNumis@aol.com] 
Sent: Saturday, April 30, 2005 9:41 PM 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Subject: Hall Connecticut coppers 


Dear Neil: 

It is about two years since | heard from you and | think | wrote you a year ago about the 
above matter. 

When | read the Stacks catalog for the May 10, 2005 sale | saw the inclusion of the Feb. 
13, 1945 Burdette Johnson (St. Louis Stamp and Coin Co.) invoice of the Hall coppers 
sold to Boyd. This contained a massive group of Connecticuts with the Hall numbers. 
The Stacks' comments as to the invoice indicated that it was difficult to tell who got what. 
| determined to try to find Johnson's copy of the invoice in my files. Eureka. | was 
shocked to see that Boyd returned most of the pieces but bought a group. This indicates 
why the matter is so complex. Perhaps | bought some later but | would still have them if 
| did. Perhaps they were sold by Johnson to someone else in some later invoice or 
invoices and that would require a determination as to who else that might be or whether 
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they were subsequently returned to the Brand family. Johnson died in 1947 so it would 
not be too difficult. | was an executor and returned whatever Brand material was unsold. 
| remember seeing the cigar box full of the Connecticut coppers but that could have 
been before they were sent to Boyd. Perhaps Boyd's markings on his 
Original invoice indicate what he bought but | presume no one else knows the entries | 
have on the retained copy of the invoice which are very specific. 

Are you still researching the subject? Are you aware of this situation? Who else is 
working on this? Who is going to try to buy the invoice? Does this invoice cover all of the 
Brand Connecticuts or only the portion which Armin Brand received? | would appreciate 
your thoughts, Will you inform me who buys the item? | am not bidding on the item. 

| hope this is interesting to you. My best Eric 


Sunday, May 01, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Sub): Circle H on Hall/Brand MuttonHead 


Date: 04/30/2005 9:43:58 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

To: EricNumis@aol.com 

CC: RMartin@iso.com 


(Eric- this is the email | mentioned previously that | was holding on to until | lot viewed a few days ago. It includes a different line 


of inquiry. My previous email today was long enough without this. | am very interested in the Circle H on your Muttonhead 
ticket). 


Hi Eric, 


We have not spoken for several years. | hope this finds you in good health. The Ford IX catalog of Connecticuts is out and that 
has added to my understanding of the Hall-Hays connection, which is of great interest to me. | am collaborating with Bob Martin 
on this project. | may not agree with all of Mike’s conclusions but his observations of the coins and tickets are very important. 


In the intro to the catalog, Mike Hodder renders the opinion that the “circle H” on the round tickets was placed on them at a later 
time, possibly by Breen, who examined the Ford holdings. >From my observations of my own tickets, | agree that the circle H is in 
a different hand and different pen than the other writing on the tickets. The circle H is always in pen, but in two styles, one a 


simple H and the other an H with flat stands on the ends of the uprights. The other writing on the round tickets is frequently in 
pencil. 


| have a photocopy of the round ticket that accompanied your Hall/Brand Muttonhead (1787 M.1.2-C) with ink on edge. That 


round ticket contains a circle H. Please see attached, which | believe to be a (poor) copy of your ticket and envelope. This raises 
several questions | have: 


1. Your envelope does not have the Hall inventory number and may not have any association with Brand's (or BG Johnsons) 
envelopes that accompanied the coins, and included a machine stamped inventory number. Your envelope contains writing as 
follows (see attached): “200-250 plus 20% 45/270”. This envelope may be your creation and therefore unrelated to the Brand- 
Johnson envelopes. Can you indicate the origin of the envelope or add anything to clarify this? 


2. Your round ticket has what appears to be a price code of “ES”, which appears on many circular tickets from the Ford holdings. 


Hall's price code was “TRADEQUICK’”, which you figured out years ago. There is no “S” in trade quick. This is someone else's 
price code. 


3. Do you know when you bought the 1.2-C ? Was it directly from BG Johnson at the time you bought the other Hall/Brand ink on 
2dge coins? 


{. Did Breen ever have access to your coins and tickets? Is it possible he or someone else wrote the circle H on your ticket? 


;. You have previously done much research on Hall, as evidenced by your decrypting of his price code. Do you have any 
1oughts on the origins of the Ford Hall-hays coins and who wrote what on these tickets? 


_ Do you have any knowledge or speculations as to the disposal of the Hays collection of Conns? We know that the coins and 
robably Ford’s notebook (from the Stacks/Kolbe Sale) was sold by Steigerwalt on a 1903 Fixed Price List. We do not Know who 


ought the coins. We think possibly Ryder, thence to Ford, but have no proof other than the fact that many of these coins (or 
dins we think were ex Hays) have appeared in the various Ford sales. 


Do you have any other round tickets accompanying the Hall/Brand coins? 


hink your tickets are critical to my research because they are “unpolluted” by anything that happened subsequent to Boyd's 


irchase of the residual Hall-Hays-Ryder coins, such as unknown researchers possibly writing circle H’s on tickets. Similarities 
id differences between your tickets and Ford’s tickets are very important. 


; an aside, the Ford Conn sale includes a different list of BG Johnson’s Hall/Brand Conns than the one we previously 

scussed. See attached, from the new Ford catalog. The first page is plated in the sale as lot 512 and appears to be a 
nsignment invoice to FCC Boyd dated Feb 13, 1945 . The descriptions and prices are identical to the list we previously 
‘cussed, which is in the ANS library and was transcribed by Robert Martin. The ANS list is missing a number of coins, which 

4 previously thought might have gone to the other brother. The Ford list has some coins not included in the ANS version, but is 
o incomplete. The coins missing from the Ford list include many you bought, such as the 4.2-F.6 African head, indicating that 
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Boyd was given the chance to buy the coins after you got your first shot. Based on notations on the page plated as lot 512, | think 
Boyd bought all but five of the 1785’s on the list presented to him. The Ford IX sale includes a number of these 1785's 
apparently purchased by Boyd on or after Feb 13, 1945. | am still unraveling the 1785 list. The Ford list is important because it 
fills in some holes from the ANS list, especially in the 1785 series. You and | have discussed the two brothers and who may or 
may not have gotten some Conns. This inventory may help clarify some, but not all issues related to the brothers. 


| have CC’d Robert Martin on this because | would like to keep him up to date with our discussions and to add to them as he sees 
fit. 


Regards, 
Neil 
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Subj: RE: Hall Collection of Conn, etc. 


Date: 04/30/2005 10:14:51 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 
To: EricNumis@aol.com 

Eric, 


| think an email got lost somewhere because | never heard back from you after replying to this, and | think you never heard back 
from me! 


| am aware of the Kolbe Lot 528 notebook. It went to Dan Hamelberg. About a month ago | contacted him with some specific 
questions about certain entries. | have yet to hear back. That is a shame because that notebook is very important and will prove 
a contention | am making in a paper soon to be published by CNL. This paper asserts that Miller used outdated information when 
he assigned the 1785 variety designations. Hall changed his mind on some attributions based on what he learned during the 
1890's but Hays never got that info and/or did not update his notebook (which | find odd, considering their close relationship). 


| would sell my daughter into slavery for a copy of that 1936 inventory list. It would fill in the holes in my 1950’s ANS list and now 
the 1945 Boyd list. She is a lousy cook but it is all | have to offer! 


Do you know the chain of custody of your Hall Notebook? | am curious how this material was disbursed. | happen to own Hall’s 
copy of Maris’ Coin’s of New Jersey. It is extensively annotated; a neat work. 


Regards, 
Neil 


From: EricNumis@aol.com [mailto:EricNumis@aol.com] 
Sent: Saturday, May 08, 2004 6:17 PM 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Subject: Hall Collection of Conn, etc. 


Dear Neil: | have not heard from you in a long time and presume you are delayed in your 
Hall Connecticut collection research. 

However when the Kolbe Auction Sale Catalog of the Ford library came | noticed Lot # 
928 described as another Hall handwritten original matching the other original in the 
Connecticut State Library. The image of the binding on the Ford item made me look at my 
handwritten Hall book and they seem to be the same size and have identical red leather 
cover corners. Mine however is the inventory of all of his American coins except the 
Connecticuts. In an envelope next to it in my library were typewritten lists of the Hall 
Connecticuts prepared by Armin W. Brand in 1936 and sent to B.G.Johnson as a basis 
for a consignment sale. These lists have extensive detail as to the Hall pieces including 
their prices. 

| thought it best to tell you about the above even if | might have done so previously. 

Eric 
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Subj: RE: Hall Collection of Conn, etc. 


Date: 05/01/2005 8:13:36 A.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 
To: EricNumis@aol.com 

Eric, 


One more question regarding your inventory list that you mentioned in the May 2004 email copied below.. 


You say that you have a list of Hall Connecticuts prepared by Armin Brand; that was completed in 1936. Does this list include the 
Brand inventory number? This inventory number is listed on the May 10, 2005 Stack’s/Ford lot 512 list as a number between 
1700 and 2050 (the page illustrated in the catalog ends at 1790). Those inventory numbers are very critical for my reconstruction 
of the collection and the subsequent dispersal. 


Your list will also help to determine if Armin got all of the Connecticuts or if they were split between the brothers. You may be 
interested to know that the 1950’s ANS Brand Archives list, plus the missing entries filled in from the Ford list, plus your 26 coins 
(most of which are not on the lists) account for all but 21 or 22 coins in the collection, depending on the total count of the 
collection. The collection has been described as consisting of 356 coins (May 1909 Numismatist) but | account for only 355 coins 
between numbers 1700 and 2050, which is the range of numbers | have and this range covers 1785 M.1-E to 1788 M.17-Q and 
includes a 5 coin group lot of Horned Busts. | believe there could be either a) number 1699 or b) number 2051 or c) a “group lot” 
of two which is not on my lists, similar to #1786, which includes the five coin Horned Bust die progression set. It would be nice to 
tie back to the published count. 


——- Original Message----- 

From: EricNumis@aol.com [mailto:EricNumis@aol.com] 
Sent: Saturday, May 08, 2004 6:17 PM 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Subject: Hall Collection of Conn, etc. 


Dear Neil: | have not heard from you in a long time and presume you are delayed in your 
Hall Connecticut collection research. 

However when the Kolbe Auction Sale Catalog of the Ford library came | noticed Lot # 
528 described as another Hall handwritten original matching the other original in the 
Connecticut State Library. The image of the binding on the Ford item made me look at my 
handwritten Hall book and they seem to be the same size and have identical red leather 
cover corners. Mine however is the inventory of all of his American coins except the 
Connecticuts. In an envelope next to it in my library were typewritten lists of the Hall 
Connecticuts prepared by Armin W. Brand in 1936 and sent to B.G.Johnson as a basis 
for a consignment sale. These lists have extensive detail as to the Hall pieces including 
their prices. 

| thought it best to tell you about the above even if | might have done so previously. 

Eric 


Sunday, May 01, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: Connecticuts 


Date: 05/05/2005 11:16:48 A.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: EricNumis 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Dear Neil: 


With respect to your communication of 4/30/05 | now realize that you know more than | do 
about the matters under review. 

Our document is a carbon copy of the complete (including the omitted New Jersey part) 
Johnson invoice in the Stack sale but our carbon has stamped upon it "April 11 Recd" next to 
each item returned and also a pencil check mark. Whether Johnson's secretary put on the 
rubber stamp or not | do not remember but Johnson would examine the coins on return and 
probably put on the check mark on each returned item on the retained invoice copy; then let 
his secretary rubber stamp over the check mark on the copy of the invoice before it was 
returned to the closed invoice file assuming payment was made on the open amount and then 
the unsold coins would be returned to the their office safe drawers or to their containers in 
the bank safe deposit boxes. 

In your list as sent to me (it may be only a typo) Hall No. 1712 was missing but bought by 
Boyd. 

So actually you have all the data from the invoice. 

From what you indicate the Brand material must have been returned when Johnson died but if 
someone wants to check our other invoices for the balance of Johnson's life then it can be 
arranged. 

As far as your statement about Ford not seeming to wish to talk about the item on auction 

we have heard that he is ill and may not be able to do so. 

The next time | have the opportunity to go bank vault | am going to restudy our Connecticuts 
to see what Hall envelopes are there and what white ink markings are on any of our coins. Of 
course if you are ever in St. Louis you could see for yourself. 

My best to you. Eric 


Thursday, May 05, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: RE: Connecticuts 


Date: 05/05/2005 12:04:06 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

To: EricNumis@aol.com 

Eric, 


Yes, | inadvertently omitted no. 1712 from the list | sent you. Good catch. Then it appears that BGJ’s own check marks and 
stamps confirm that Boyd only bought the 1785's (except the ones marked with an X on the Ford Lot 512 image, plus four coins 
numbered 2006-2008 (I made another typo, listing number 2006 as 2008). 


| do believe that no other coins were sold prior to about 1951. The ANS disbursal list includes all the lots on the Ford lot 512 
invoice (and your copy of that invoice) except as discussed above, and indicates disbursal dates starting at 9/26/1951 and 
ending 8/21/57. Some entries do not include a date but the meaning of the missing date is not obvious to me. You own one 
coin with a missing date on the ANS list- 39.1-ff.2, probably inv# 1985. Others with missing dates showed up with coins in other 
major offerings such as Hessberg, Bareford and New Netherlands 51°! sale. That implies that maybe they were not 100% 
consistent in noting the dates. The disbursal dates are confusing because within major offerings, the indicated inventory 
numbers often have a series of dates. | would have expected the Hessberg coins, for example, to move as a one group out of 
the estate and thence to the Hessberg sale but we know little about that. 


It would be interesting if you have any records of your dates of acquisition of the Hall coins. | have pasted a Word document 
that contains a list of all your Conns that | am told are ex Hall/Brand. | cannot vouch for the accuracy of that list- it was given to 
me several years ago. It might make a good starting point if you want to search for ink and envelopes. It was designed for you 
to fill in notes and mail back to me. | sent this to you 7/19/2003 and never heard back about it; it probably got lost in your 
research pile. 


| would very much like to see the collection; maybe | will fly out some time with my camera and photograph the coins and 
tickets. | appreciate the offer very much. 


Regards, 
Neil 


cneee Original Message----- 

From: EricNumis@aol.com [mailto:EricNumis@aol.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 05, 2005 12:17 PM 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Subject: Connecticuts 


Dear Neil: 

With respect to your communication of 4/30/05 | now realize that you know more than | 
do about the matters under review. 

Our document is a carbon copy of the complete (including the omitted New Jersey part) 
Johnson invoice in the Stack sale but our carbon has stamped upon it "April 11 Recd" 
next to each item returned and also a pencil check mark. Whether Johnson's secretary 
out on the rubber stamp or not | do not remember but Johnson would examine the coins 
on return and probably put on the check mark on each returned item on the retained 
invoice copy; then let his secretary rubber stamp over the check mark on the copy of the 
invoice before it was returned to the closed invoice file assuming payment was made on 
the open amount and then the unsold coins would be returned to the their office safe 
drawers or to their containers in the bank safe deposit boxes. 

In your list as sent to me (it may be only a typo) Hall No. 1712 was missing but bought 
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by Boyd. 

So actually you have all the data from the invoice. 

From what you indicate the Brand material must have been returned when Johnson died 
but if someone wants to check our other invoices for the balance of Johnson's life then it 
can be arranged. 

As far as your statement about Ford not seeming to wish to talk about the 

item on auction we have heard that he is ill and may not be able to do so. 

The next time | have the opportunity to go bank vault | am going to restudy our 
Connecticuts to see what Hall envelopes are there and what white ink markings are on 
any of our coins. Of course if you are ever in St. Louis you could see for yourself. 

My best to you. Eric 


Thursday, May 05, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: 1786 Bungtown Conns 


Date: 05/06/2005 2:57:14 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 
To: EricNumis@aol.com 

Hi Eric, 


Ford lot 246, the “2.3-T” has initiated a lot of discussion among some Conn specialists. It occurs to me that you have three 
Bungtown Conns, a 2.3-T, a 2.4-U and the Britannia reverse. 


| have a photo of what | think is your 2.3-T, but it could be your 2.4-U. Also have an image of the Britannia. It would be neat to 
get a photo or at least a quick pencil rubbing and description of the 3™ Bungtown, if you indeed have it. 


The Ford coin, lot 246 has a very different curais and mail, with many loops and embellishments, compared to your other 1786 
coin and the Barnsley specimen. | am interested to know if the curais on your 3" coin, for which we have no image, is similar to 
Ford's. 


| have attached an image of the two Bungtowns that | believe are in your collection. You can verify those two and use it to identify 
the coin that has not been imaged. 


You have neat stuff. All the interesting research leads to the Newman collection! You showed tremendous foresight in your 
selections, long before any of this made any sense to anyone. P.S. | believe that your “2.3-T" is ex Hall’s collection and the 
legends are described in great detail in his notebook on page 269, so | am not straying too far from our previous discussions © 


Regards, 
Neil 


Saturday, May 07, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: Halli Collection of Conn, etc. 

Date: 05/08/2004 5:16:33 PM Central Daylight Time 
From: EricNumis 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 


Dear Neil: | have not heard from you in a long time and presume you are delayed 
in your Hall Connecticut collection research. 

However when the Kolbe Auction Sale Catalog of the Ford library came | noticed 
Lot # 528 described as another Hall handwritten original matching the other original 
in the Connecticut State Library. The image of the binding on the Ford item made 
me look at my handwritten Hall book and they seem to be the same size and 

have identical red leather cover corners. Mine however is the inventory of all of his 
American coins except the Connecticuts. In an envelope next to it in my library 
were typewritten lists of the Hall Connecticuts prepared by Armin W. Brand in 1936 
and sent to B.G.Johnson as a basis for a consignment sale. These lists have 
extensive detail as to the Hall pieces including their prices. 


| thought it best to tell you about the above even if | might have done so previously. 
Eric 


Saturday, May 08, 2004 America Online: EricNumis 





Subj: Connecticuts 


Date: 05/10/2005 10:54:35 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: EricNumis 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Dear Neil: 


Stimulated by your May 6, 2005 communication | went to visit some of my collection at the 
vault. You know more about what | have in Connecticuts than | do. 

| was lucky to find a very old list of my Connecticuts which had Hall notations after the variety 
listing. Of 1785 there were 4 (2) - 4 (F) and 8 D; of 1786 there were 3 - D(1); 5(3)- G; 5 (3) - 
N: 6-K; 

and 7 -K. Of 1787 there were 1(2)-C; 1(3)-L; 1(4) - WW; 3-G; 7-|l; 8-0; 9-E; 11 
(2)-K; 14-H; 15-R; 32(5)-aa; 38-GG; 39(1) - ff(2) and 41 - ii. Of 1788 there were 5 
- B(2) over Nova and 17-Q. | looked at a very few of the coins in my envelopes and inside 
they had the Hall numbered envelope with the coin. All but one had the edge white ink. 

| am not sure all of the Hall pieces are properly listed above, but it is the best | can do now so 
please check what you know against that old list. 

A couple of my other Connecticuts could be Hall as some of my envelopes were stolen but not 
the coins because the coins were mounted for display and were elsewhere when | was 
burglarized. 

Then | was surprised to find Miller 2.3 - T which was in an ANS exhibit in 1998 and returned 
by Ringo and properly marked. It is far superior to the recently auctioned piece, particularly 
the obverse head and no planchet crack. 

| then found an envelope showing a loan for photography in 1994 to Spilman of a 1786 variety 
2,5 - V and wonder where it is. | am going to look more but must chéck my correspondence to 
see if that helps. Do you know anything about it? Is that a variety that ANS took a picture of? 

| have not located any 2(4) - U or any reference to it. 

| had put overstrikes and Machins in another group. | found five Viack 13 - 88CT with 
variations in the die breaks. Is this what you mean by Bungtowns? 

Can you send me photocopies you have of the pieces you mentioned. 

You were nice to say | had foresight in obtaining coins but | was just curious to find out new 
things beyond those Johnson taught me or lent me books to learn what others had already 
researched. Only a few cared about such matters but Wayte Raymond, Fred Boyd and the 
ANS staff encouraged me too. Maybe it was just luck being at the right age at the 

right place at the right time with the right people. 

Thank you for your cooperation even though you started our mutual information 

exchange. Eric 


Wednesday, May 11, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: RE: Conn artist 


Date: 05/11/2005 2:55:46 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

To: EricNumis@aol.com 

Eric, 


| am just back from Ford, having managed to buy 15 nice lots, although not sexy material. Sexy stuff costs as much as a small 
house in this market. 


| need to digest your prior email. It is disturbing that your 2"? Conn Bungtown is missing. It is my understanding that Mike 
Ringo did an inventory and appraisal for you about 10 years ago. You may want to locate that and compare the contents of the 
appraisal, and the date, with your loan to CNLF. | will get you all the photos | have of the Conn Bungtowns and try to help you 
straighten it out. | am also making arrangements to get a copy of that same list (without the appraised values which is irrelevant 
to me and certainly private info for you only). 


Later in lot 246, Hodder says “The numerical designation provided by Eric P. Newman in 1963....” Apparently he considers you 
the originator of the “2.3-T” designation. | do not know any details about what you did in 1963; | will ask Mike Hodder via email. 
Your 2.3-T is NOT the same obverse as lot 246. Look at the curais; it is completely different, as well as other devices. The 
curais is easy to differentiate. It will be clearer when | prepare a photo plate for you comparing the various coins. If 1 am wrong 
about your coin being a different obverse die than lot 246, then my images are wrong (or the owner ship attributions). We will 
get to the bottom of it. 


When | referred to “Bungtowns’, at this point | am only talking about the 1786 Conn Mailed But Right “Counterfeits” with 
AUCTORI CONNEC obverse legends, such as 2.3-T, 2.4-U, 2.5-V and BRI (brittania reverse). Lord knows what you have in 
the Machins and other series, but for now | was trying to limit the discussion to prevent confusion. 


| will also compare your list of Hall coins to my list and let you Know of any differences. | think | have more on my list, some of 
which may not be inked on edge. | very much appreciate your previous offer to view the collection (and hopefully photograph it) 
and we will try to plan something within the next six months if that fits your schedule. As long as | am there, it may be helpful to 
shoot the New Jersey's because | do not believe those collectors have access to photographs of your holdings and | am sure 
there is some very sexy material. 


More later after | recuperate from Ford the next day or so. 


Regards, 
Neil 


From: EricNumis@aol.com [mailto:EricNumis@aol.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 11, 2005 3:08 PM 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Subject: Conn artist 


Dear Neil: 
| wish to amend my communication of 5/1/05. 


Lot 246 ( Miller 2.3 - T ) is the same as variety as | have , being Betts #7. The catalog 
description says two known, that one and mine. You sent me an image of one with a 
severely cracked planchet and to whom does that belong? That would make three 
known. Could that be a contemporary counterfeit as the diemaker's work was very crude 
and in my opinion does not resemble any other Connecticut coinage workmanship. 
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The description of Lot 246 says "(Newman 1963)" and | wonder what that refers to. Can 
you help me figure out what that means? 


On we go. Eric 


Thursday, May 12, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: Connecticuts 


Date: 05/13/2005 1:48:18 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: EricNumis 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Dear Neil: 


| had time to study what was in my envelope marked 2.3 - T. 

It does not have the obverse Lot # 246 of the 5/10/05 Stacks sale as you anticipated. Even my 
own envelope had marked on it that it was not quite the same coin as Betts #7 and that mine 
had two periods between the top leaves of the head wreath and the first C in CONNEC. Lot 
246 and the cracked planchet image you sent me have only one dot between. Naturally you 
were right about the armor differences but many other features are very similar and that must 
have confused me. | apologize for the error and am so glad you were able to correct it. What 
variety is my coin and what others are known? It is not on the handwritten list | made long ago 
and | wonder if | left it off because it was counterfeit. 

| will now have to examine my holdings again and look in Machins, overstrikes, duplicates and 
examine any records Ringo or anyone else made for me. | presume | never have had a 2.3 -T 
but may have something even better because the reverse die is the same 

as on the 2.3 - T. 

Now please head me in the right direction again. 

| am glad you obtained some goodies from the Stack auction even though you think you have 
overpaid. As the Dollar sinks in value you may thank yourself for doing it. 

My best. Eric 


Friday, May 13, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: RE: Connecticuts 


Date: 05/13/2005 2:55:07 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

To: EricNumis@aol.com 

Hi Eric, 


| was working on your last email as this one rolled in, so | will answer it first. 


As to what “counterfeit 1786 Conn” you have, that is the subject of ongoing research between Bob martin, myself and perhaps 
Mike Ringo. We are at a Mexican Standoff now because you do not have all the coins that we thought you had. You have one 
accounted for, one possibly missing and on loan to CNLF?, and one you have no record of. Our plan was to get images of 
your three (?) coins and then die match them all and decide exactly what variety is what. 


My source for your ownership of the “2.4-U” is Bob martin. | have contacted him to verify his source for this information. It is 
possible that we are all confused. 


The locations and even ownership of some of the images we have is uncertain. We are not sure exactly what you, in 1963, 
identified as the “2.3-T’, etc. | believe Mike Hodder’s comment in the catalog attributing the variety designation to you is based 
on Ned Barnsley’s 1964 Miller Update in CNL Vol 11, Seq Page 85-86, March 1964. | have attached a 2 page PDF file of those 
CNL pages for you to print out and review. You can also reference your own copy of CNL; | presume you have an easily 
accessible copy. Under the 2.3-T, Barnsley references a personal communication with you dated March 18, 1963. You may 
have a copy of that or you may be able to get a copy from Jim Spilman. Jim should have your correspondence. Unfortunately, 

| am not on good speaking terms with Jim, but that is another matter that | would be happy to discuss if you have any 

questions. | believe you have been included on some correspondence related to Jim’s present difficulties with his web sites and 
the patrons. 


Under 2.4-U, Barnsley mentions a piece owned by Ned and it is possible that Bob martin is confused on that. As | said, | am 
verifying this fact with Bob. 


As to your specimen, | think the Betts 7 piece should be labeled 2.3-T. As you note, your specimen has two periods to the rigth 
of the leaves and before CONNEC. Mike Ringo previously concluded that the dies for your piece and the Betts 7 obverse are 
the same dies, but altered. He believes the rightmost leaf of Betts 7 was altered to a period, then a 24 period and two leaves 
were added to the die. | have also done overlays and at this point | find nothing inconsistent with his observations. If this is 
true, it becomes a matter of determining if this alteration warrants a different die designation. In my very humble opinion | think 
it should be classified as a different obverse. Otherwise many other less intrusive alterations need to be reclassified, such as 
1785 reverse A.1 and A.4, possibly 1785 reverse G.1 and G.2, etc. 


You are describing the specimen for which | have an image. | have attached the image- see the top coin. Am | correct that this 
is the “2.3-T” which you just examined? 


| also believe Ford lot 246 to be a completely new die that needs a designation. Don Partrick bought that lot and | guess he will 
be pleased to have a unique die instead of just another 2.3-T. 


We believe that the all the AUCTORI CONNECT INDE ETLIB counterfeits share the same reverse, with the mirror reversed D 
in INDE. We may end up with something like 2.3-T, 2.4-T and 2.5-T, which would represent Betts 7, your specimen, and the 
Ford specimen respectively. 


| also have an image of the coin in the CNLF collection, which | believe Jim refers to as 2.4-U. That specimen is very similar to 
Betts 7 but has a legend of ACUTORI rather than the ACUTOIRI legend of Betts 7. So that may actually be a 4'" die married to 
reverse T. 


As to your 2.6-BRI, which has gone missing, the attached image includes a copy of your coin, photographed by Bill Noys, the 
bottom coin on the image. If we knew when Bill photographed your coins, we could determine if that was before or after you 
loaded the coin to CNLF in 1994. At least we do have an image of the coin. | believe | got the image from Mike Ringo. | will 
try to contact Mike and see if he can date the photo. You should also check your British counterfeit collection of course. 


| hope | clarified things. Now back to the list of Hall coins... 
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Regards, 


Neil 


From: EricNumis@aol.com [mailto:EricNumis@aol.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 13, 2005 2:48 PM 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Subject: Connecticuts 


Dear Neil: 

| had time to study what was in my envelope marked 2.3 - T. 

It does not have the obverse Lot # 246 of the 5/10/05 Stacks sale as you anticipated. 
Even my own envelope had marked on it that it was not quite the same coin as Betts #7 
and that mine had two periods between the top leaves of the head wreath and the first C 
in CONNEC. Lot 246 and the cracked planchet image you sent me have only one dot 
between. Naturally you were right about the armor differences but many other features 
are very similar and that must have confused me. | apologize for the error and am so 
glad you were able to correct it. What variety is my coin and what others are known? It is 
not on the handwritten list | made long ago and | wonder if | left it off because it was 
counterfeit. 

| will now have to examine my holdings again and look in Machins, overstrikes, 
duplicates and examine any records Ringo or anyone else made for me. | presume | 
never have had a 2.3 -T but may have something even better because the reverse die is 
the same 

as on the 2.3 - T. 

Now please head me in the right direction again. 

lam glad you obtained some goodies from the Stack auction even though you think you 
have overpaid. As the Dollar sinks in value you may thank yourself for doing it. 

My best. Eric 


Saturday, May 14, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: 

Date: 
From: 
ae) 


Hi Eric, 


RE: Connecticuts 

05/13/2005 5:47:40 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
nrothschild@nmctech.com 
EricNumis@aol.com 


This is in response to your examination of your Hall Connecticuts. 


The following coins are listed on my list, but not in your list below: 


1786 M.2.2-D.2 (inked on edge) 


1787 M | Epa ee 0, OH 
787 M.12-Q (may not be inked) Via Apa IY 


1787 M.17-g.3 (may not be inked) ( Cf 
<u oi 


4) ars 
OLY (7D 
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Oe 


r-() 
(a+ 


os 


OS 
: } 


1787 M.33.32-Z2.13 (may not be inked). 


Of the above coins, my notes indicate that only the 2.2-D.2 is inked, but | believe Rob Retz (author of my notes) implied inked 
on edge if he wrote Hall and did not say otherwise. You may want to re-examine the five \coins listed above, as well as their 
envelopes. a 


Regards, 


Neil 


From: EricNumis@aol.com [mailto:EricNumis@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2005 11:55 PM 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Subject: Connecticuts 


Dear Neil: 

Stimulated by your May 6, 2005 communication | went to visit some of my collection at 
the vault. You know more about what | have in Connecticuts than | do. 

| was lucky to find a very old list of my Connecticuts which had Hall notations after the 
variety listing. Of 1785 there were 4 (2) - 4 (F) and 8 D; of 1786 there were 3 - D(1); 5(3) 
-G; 5(3)-N; 6-K; 

and 7 - K. Of 1787 there were 1(2)-C; 1(3)-L; 1(4)-WW; 3-G; 7-1I; 8-O; 9- 
E; 11(2)-K; 14-H; 15-R; 32(5)-aa; 38-GG; 39(1) - ff(2) and 41 - ii. Of 1788 
there were 5 - B(2) over Nova and 17-Q. _ | looked at a very few of the coins in my 
envelopes and inside they had the Hall numbered envelope with the coin. All but 

one had the edge white ink. 

| am not sure all of the Hall pieces are properly listed above, but it is the best | can do 
now so please check what you know against that old list. 

A couple of my other Connecticuts could be Hall as some of my envelopes were stolen 
but not the coins because the coins were mounted for display and were elsewhere when 
| was burglarized. 

Then | was surprised to find Miller 2.3 - T which was in an ANS exhibit in 1998 and 
returned by Ringo and properly marked. It is far superior to the recently auctioned piece, 


Saturday, May 14, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


particularly the obverse head and no planchet crack. 

| then found an envelope showing a loan for photography in 1994 to Spilman of a 1786 
variety 2,5 - V and wonder where it is. | am going to look more but must check my 
correspondence to see if that helps. Do you know anything about it? Is that a variety that 
ANS took a picture of? 

| have not located any 2(4) - U or any reference to it. 

| had put overstrikes and Machins in another group. | found five Viack 13 - 88CT with 
variations in the die breaks. Is this what you mean by Bungtowns? 

Can you send me photocopies you have of the pieces you mentioned. 

You were nice to say | had foresight in obtaining coins but | was just curious to find out 
new things beyond those Johnson taught me or lent me books to learn what others had 
already researched. Only a few cared about such matters but Wayte Raymond, Fred 
Boyd and the ANS staff encouraged me too. Maybe it was just luck being at the right 
age at the right place at the right time with the right people. 

Thank you for your cooperation even though you started our mutual information 
exchange. Eric 


Saturday, May 14, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: 1786 Bungtown Conns Compared 


Date: 05/14/2005 5:26:09 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 
To: EricNumis@aol.com 

Hi Eric, 


A fellow collector named Randy Clarke and | put the attached Images 
together. 


These compare the 5 known "Bungtown Connecticuts", obverse on one page and 
reverse on the other. 


| think you will agree that, except for your 2.6-BRI (BRITANNIA reverse) 
they have the same reverse. All have the mirror reversed D in INDE. 


One specimen, marked "ANS/Betts 7", is fro: mage marked "ANS COPY?" 
| do not know what that means and | do at Erich an sure that the coin is in 

the ANS and if it is, it apparently may be a copy. We are going to the ANS 

later this month to try to check it out. 





The ANS/Bett7 piece has a very interesting legend, which is clearly 
indicated in the Betts monograph. | cannot decide if it is something like 
"AUCTORII" or "AUCTOIRI". Whatever it is there appears to be an extra 
letter or fragment of a letter in the legend which differentiates it from 

the Barnsley specimen. 


| hope | have not confused you with all of this. | consider this the most 
confusing four coins | have ever worked with! These two plates may help to 
put it together. 


Regards, 
Neil 


Sunday, May 15, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: RE: Connecticut mysteries 


Date: 05/15/2005 7:11:16 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

tc. EricNumis@aol.com 

Etc, 


x 
OK on the infed on edge list- you may want to check those few | listed to confirm that they are inked. 
You ask if anything has been written on the possibility that the 1786 Bungtown Conns are Betts fabrications. If anything was 
written, you or Ned Barnsley would have written it and in any case | would think you would have been involved in it. Very little 
has been published, which is one reason for the confusion. We have an image here and there and that’s all as far as | know. 
| believe your “2.3-T” or whatever, is from Dr. Thomas Hall’s collection. On page 8-9 of his handwritten notebook (now in the 
Connecticut State Library) he lists a 1786 attributed only as “Betts Dies” with the notation “From Dr. Maris '93 or '94 Cost 


R.KK”. So we know he got the coin from Maris in 1893 or 1894 and paid $2.00, per your discovery of the TRADEQUICK cost 
code. 


On page 269 of his notebook, in his special notes section, he provides a fairly extensive write-up of the coin. From his legend | 

conclude you have his coin. This is the coin with AUCTO ..CONNECT. on the obverse- the two periods before CONNEC. He 
also notes the British Shield and inverted D on the reverse. | think you should check your envelopes and other records to see if 
you purchased this coin from BJ Johnson with the other Hall pieces. 

| have attached a photocopy of page 269. 

As | interpret his handwriting, Hall apparently considered the possibility that this is a Betts creation and concluded that it was 
not. He had the advantage of seeing the coin 110 years ago, only 30 years or so after it was created. He may have known 
some facts about Betts work that is lost to history. He wrote his notes less than 10 years after Betts wrote the monograph. 
Beyond that, | have no idea how we could determine today if Betts made the coins. It is an issue that is considered among 
those interested in these coins. 


For your convenience, | have transcribed page 269. | am not sure of my transcription of “Doesn’t conform with...” and this is 
critical to the discussion. You can look at the attached and form your own opinion of the accuracy of my transcription. 


So called because referenced by Wylls Betts Esq. In his monogram on Counterfeit Halfpence 1886. 
1786? Betts Die from Dr. Maris. 
Doesn’t conform with dies attributed to the hand of Mr. Betts. (unsure of “Doesn’t Conform’) 
AUCUTO CONNEC. 
Obv. Mailed Bust to right rude execution 
Rev: DE: -ETLIB. (D is backwards) 
British shield inverted D 


Mr. Betts illustrates by wood-cut No. 7 similar if not identical with the above described Obv & Rev. Tracing a close 
connection of the minting of this piece with certain rudely executed counterfeit British Half Pennies. 


Regards, 
Neil 


Sunday, May 15, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


From: EricNumis@aol.com [mailto:EricNumis@aol.com] 
Sent: Sunday, May 15, 2005 6:13 PM 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Subject: Connecticut mysteries 


Dear Neil: 

Let us let the matter cool off for a while. It will take me a week or more before | can go to 
my vault. 

Your four (not five as you state) listed Connecs in your 5/13/05 Email are on my old list 
of holdings and | am quite certain that | actually have them but it was my dumb error not 
to have included in my list of Hall items that 2,2 - D,2 was actually marked Hall on my list 
and | just missed it. The other three were not marked Hall on my list but as indicated 
above | am almost sure | have them. 

Now as to the Betts #7 and its siblings | wonder if Betts made them himself and modified 
the die each time he made one. He made poor quality forgeries and usually the striking 
was rolled but he could have heated the planchet and struck these and he could have 
annealed the die and after modifying it hardened it again. 

| never knew that any AUCTORI CONNECT pieces were considered forgeries or 
counterfeits. Is this written up? 

Now why have | not heard of Bob Martin or Randy Clarke. | guess my failure to go to 
conventions and to get into too many other topics puts me out of the loop. Please tell me 
about them. 

Eric 


Sunday, May 15, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: RE: Connecticut mysteries 


Date: 05/15/2005 7:26:50 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

To: EricNumis@aol.com 

MENG, 


Randy Clarke is a newcomer to the Connecticut field. He does not have an extensive collection but is interested in the series. 
He is writing his own “book” on Connecticuts. | attached a copy of his section on the 2.3-T. He happened to make the two 
composite plates of the five Connecticut Bungtown coins and | added the text to indicate the source. | have found those two 
plates handy for comparison purposes. 


| am surprised you have never met Robert Martin or heard of him. He is considered the foremost expert today on the series. 

He has a huge paper database of Connecticut Coppers. This is mostly paste-in copies of auction appearances, by variety. His 
lists are very extensive and include obscure fixed price lists of 1970’s and 1980’s. Bob is very interested in the rare Connecticut 
types. His favorite variety is the 1786 M.2.2-D.2. He particularly likes the 1786 Mailed Bust Right series so he is very 
interested in the 2.3-T and it’s siblings as you call them. He has a very extensive library, much of which is pasted in his 
database pages. | think you would enjoy meeting him and/or conversing with him via email. His email address is 
RMartin@iso.com. 


Robert and | are collaborating on the Hall project. He, like me, is a big fan of Dr. Hall 


Regards, 
Neil 


From: EricNumis@aol.com [mailto:EricNumis@aol.com] 
Sent: Sunday, May 15, 2005 6:13 PM 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Subject: Connecticut mysteries 


Dear Neil: 

Let us let the matter cool off for a while. It will take me a week or more before | can go to 
my vault. 

Your four (not five as you state) listed Connecs in your 5/13/05 Email are on my old list 
of holdings and | am quite certain that | actually have them but it was my dumb error not 
to have included in my list of Hall items that 2,2 - D,2 was actually marked Hall on my list 
and | just missed it. The other three were not marked Hall on my list but as indicated 
above | am almost sure | have them. 

Now as to the Betts #7 and its siblings | wonder if Betts made them himself and modified 
the die each time he made one. He made poor quality forgeries and usually the striking 
was rolled but he could have heated the planchet and struck these and he could have 
annealed the die and after modifying it hardened it again. 

| never knew that any AUCTORI CONNECT pieces were considered forgeries or 
counterfeits. Is this written up? 

Now why have | not heard of Bob Martin or Randy Clarke. | guess my failure to go to 
conventions and to get into too many other topics puts me out of the loop. Please tell me 
about them. 

Eric 


Sunday, May 15, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: Connecticut mysteries 


Date: 05/15/2005 
To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 
Dear Neil: 


Let us let the matter cool off for a while. It will take me a week or more before | can go to my 
vault. 

Your four (not five as you state) listed Connecs in your 5/13/05 Email are on my old list of 
holdings and | am quite certain that | actually have them but it was my dumb error not to 
have included in my list of Hall items that 2,2 - D,2 was actually marked Hall on my list and | 
just missed it. The other three were not marked Hall on my list but as indicated above | am 
almost sure | have them. 

Now as to the Betts #7 and its siblings | wonder if Betts made them himself and modified the 
die each time he made one. He made poor quality forgeries and usually the striking was rolled 
but he could have heated the planchet and struck these and he could have annealed the die 
and after modifying it hardened it again. 

| never knew that any AUCTORI CONNECT pieces were considered forgeries or 
counterfeits. Is this written up? 

Now why have | not heard of Bob Martin or Randy Clarke. | guess my failure to go to 
conventions and to get into too many other topics puts me out of the loop. Please tell me 
about them. 

Eric 


Sunday, May 15, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: RE: better photo 


Date: 05/25/2005 6:51:32 A.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: stuartlevine@comcast.net 

TO: EricNumis@aol.com 

Hi Eric, 


Regarding the Ford Connecticut M 2.3-T: 


obv clearly different - wreath leaves atop head, position of "I" in relation to head, ribbons behind neck, etc. 
rev appears to be identical to ANS, Barnsley and Newman examples. 


Stu Levine 


From: EricNumis@aol.com [mailto:EricNumis@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2005 1:54 PM 

To: stuartlevine@comcast.net 

Subject: better photo 


Friday, May 27, 2005 Ameriga Ontihe: EricNumis 


Subj: RE: better photo 

Date: 05/25/2005 6:51:32 A.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: stuartlevine@comcast.net 

10; EricNumis@aol.com 

Hi Eric, 


Regarding the Ford Connecticut M 2.3-T: 


obv clearly different - wreath leaves atop head, position of "I" in relation to head, ribbons behind neck, etc. 


rev appears to be identical to ANS, Barnsley and Newman examples. 


Stu Levine 


From: EricNumis@aol.com [mailto:EricNumis@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2005 1:54 PM 

To: stuartlevine@comcast.net 

Subject: better photo 


Friday, May 27, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: Connec 


Date: 06/07/2005 3:33:31 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: EricNumis 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Dear Neil: 


| had a pleasant visit at my bank vault because you stimulated me to find my Connecticut , 
Viack CT 86A. | searched my mounted Connecs , my enveloped Connecs, my Machins 
pieces, my overstruck pieces, my duplicate boxes, etc. It was enveloped Rev. of Betts #8 and 
marked Mule. 

It showed it was lent to ANS for an exhibit in 1998 thru Ringo and was pictured by Spilman in 
1994. Thank you very much for knowing | had it. What did | eat for breakfast? 

| am sending to you shortly a photocopy of the complete Johnson retained copy of the Feb, 
1943 invoice to Boyd (includes New Jerseys) as well as a photocopy of my list of Connecticuts 
showing Hall and Green sources, 

My best. 

Eric 


Tuesday, June 07, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: RE: Connec / African Head 


Date: 06/07/2005 4:58:26 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

To: EricNumis@aol.com 

Eric, 


| am glad that you found that coin! As | recall, based on our conversations, you have verified that you own two, and only two of 
what | would call “1786 Connecticut Bust Right Bungtowns’: 


1) A2.3-T, but with two periods, etc (slightly different than Betts 7, for example) 
2) A2.6-BRI or CT-86A 


| would appreciate any info you can send me related to Hall and your collection, etc.. Do you have a mailing address for me? 


Neil Rothschild 
PO Box 121 
Stevenson, MD 21153-0121 


Also, | have some new news. | very recently discovered a second 1785 4.2-F.6 “Hair Back” African Head. | have not publicly 
announced this yet, but | thought you would like to know. Breen mentions a possible second piece but as far as | know it has 
never been verified. | have attached an image comparing your specimen, my specimen, and my own common African head. 
The coin weighs 112.6 grs. It has a diameter of 28.1 mm and a thickness of only 1.5mm. Die axis is about 190 degrees. 


Regards, 
Neil 


From: EricNumis@aol.com [mailto:EricNumis@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 07, 2005 4:34 PM 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Subject: Connec 


Dear Neil: 

| had a pleasant visit at my bank vault because you stimulated me to find my 
Connecticut , Viack CT 86A. | searched my mounted Connecs , my enveloped Connecs, 
my Machins pieces, my overstruck pieces, my duplicate boxes, etc. It was enveloped 
Rev. of Betts #8 and marked Mule. 

It showed it was lent to ANS for an exhibit in 1998 thru Ringo and was pictured by 
Spilman in 1994. Thank you very much for knowing | had it. What did | eat for breakfast? 
| am sending to you shortly a photocopy of the complete Johnson retained copy of the 
Feb, 1943 invoice to Boyd (includes New Jerseys) as well as a photocopy of my list of 
Connecticuts showing Hall and Green sources, 

My best. 

Eric 


Wednesday, June 08, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: Your lists redux 


Date: 06/17/2005 3:06:40 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 
a0: EricNumis@aol.com 

Hi Eric, 


If you have no objections, it would be helpful if | forwarded a copy of the Boyd invoice to Robert Martin, who is collaborating with 
me on my Hall work. 


| would also like to share the New Jersey section with some of the New Jersey people, who may find it of interest. | would imagine 
Roger Moore and Roger Siboni would like to see it. 


Please let me know if this is acceptable to you. 


Regards, 
Neil 


Saturday, June 18, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: Got the lists 


Date: 06/17/2005 3:06:41 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 
To: EricNumis@aol.com 

Eric, 


Thank you very much for the copies of the lists. 


The Boyd list will be very helpful to verify any concerns about transcription errors on Bob Martin’s copy of the later inventory that 
now resides in the ANS. He had to transcribe that by hand and it was difficult as you can imagine. It also positively verifies that 
Boyd was offered all those coins. Although | assumed that, the receipt stamps remove any shadow of a doubt. 


It is interesting that the November 1909 Numismatist reported that the Hall Connecticut collection comprised 356 pieces. This list 
Starts at inventory number 1700 and ends at 2049. You own the 17-Q, which | believe was most likely #2050. Add 3 pieces for 
number 1786, a 4 piece horned bust die state set, and you get 354. There are 2 pieces missing. Of course, there could have 
been other multiple set numbers purchased previously and not listed on this or any subsequent list. Or the starting or ending 
numbers could be slightly different although the first and last varieties are sensible, assuming your 17-Q is really 2050. My notes 
do not mention an envelope with an inventory number for that specimen. 


As to your personal collection list, it will be very helpful for me to use as a basis to assemble a “worksheet” for a future visit to view 
and possibly photograph the coins. Once again, | admire your selection of Hall pieces. You got some great type varieties. | wish 
you luck in tracking the provenance of the 2.3-T; | really think it was Hall’s coin. 


Tying in all the above, “*if* the 2.3-T came from Brand/Johnson, it was not listed at the beginning of the 1786’s because there is 
only one number missing (1732) and that is your 1785 8-D. It would not be one of the two numbers missing between the 1786 
and 1787’s because the 2 missing numbers (1777 and 1778) would be the missing 1786 6-K and 7-K, which you also purchased! 
That leaves only the tail end of the group, number 2051 or even 2052 if my count (and the Numismatist’s count) is accurate. So... 
if you ever run into a Hall envelope numbered 2051 or 2052 that is the smoking gun! 


| understand that you invited me out to visit the museum, via Roger Siboni. | hope to make a joint trip with him and, in conjunction, 
photograph your Conns should you permit me to do so. 


Regards, 
Neil 


Saturday, June 18, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: mis Connect 


Date: 06/19/2005 1:12:59 P.M. Central Standard Time 
From: EricNumis 

IG: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Dear Neil: 


Your 6/17/05 communication arrived and | will check some of the Hall matters the next time | 
visit the bank. | am glad you like what | sent you. Before you share copies with anyone 
perhaps they ought to write you or me and request them so | have that data. 

You said in you communication "that you invited me out to visit the museum, via Roger 
Siboni." and photograph some of our Conns. | do not want to give you the wrong impression of 
my intentions. In my message of 5/5/05 to you | indicated that if you were visiting St. Louis you 
could see items. That was a gentle invitation but | merely mentioned it to Siboni feeling that | 
actually had already asked you. To clarify the ambiguity you may come at a mutually 
convenient time alone or with Siboni before the museum opens or after it opens. It will not 
open until next spring. 

| certainly want to clear up the situation so that you realize you are very welcome. 

My best Eric 


Tuesday, January 01, 2002 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: RE: mis Connect 


Date: 06/19/2005 8:41:23 P.M. Central Standard Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

To: EricNumis@aol.com 

Eric. 


| understand that you invited me out previously. | thought it might be enjoyable to visit with 
Roger if the timing works out; otherwise | definitely plan to take you up on your offer! | 
have a few things to get finished over the next month or so and then will try to arrange 
something with you. 


| think | made a mistake on the possible Hall inventory number for the 2.3-T. | suggested 
that there was no place for it in the 1786 area but after reviewing my notes | see that that is 
incorrect. Inventory numbers 1774, 1775 and 1777 are missing from the Boyd invoice. 
Very likely 1774 and 1775 are your 1786 6-K and 7-K and 1777 could very well be the 2.3- 
T because Hall recorded his at the end of the 1786's. For some reason his 5.9-Q is listed 
as 1776, out of order, confusing things. Any of those numbers could be his 2.3-T. Given 
your interest in counterfeit half pence, | would be surprised if you did NOT buy that from 
BGJ when you had the chance! With all that said, | keep forgetting that you previously told 
me that you have a complete list of the Hall Connecticuts circa 1936, so you may have the 
answer to the question of the identify of the missing inventory numbers. Your lists may 
also be better attributed; the Boyd list is quite mangled in places. When | visit you | would 
like to study that list because | would like to nail down the inventory numbers missing from 
my current lists. That is a very, very important list! Here is what you said to me on May 8, 
2004: | 


The image of the binding on the Ford item made me look at my handwritten Hall book and 
they seem to be the same size and have identical red leather cover corners. Mine however is 
the inventory of all of his American coins except the Connecticuts. In an envelope next to it in 
my library were typewritten lists of the Hall Connecticuts prepared by Armin W. Brand in 1936 
and sent to B.G.Johnson as a basis for a consignment sale. These lists have extensive detail 
as to the Hall pieces including their prices. | thought it best to tell you about the above even if | 
might have done so previously. 




















Regards, 
Neil 


omens Original Message----- 

From: EricNumis@aol.com [mailto:EricNumis@aol.com] 
Sent: Sunday, June 19, 2005 3:13 PM 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Subject: mis Connect 


Dear Neil: 


Wednesday. January 02, 2002 America Online: EricNumis 


Your 6/17/05 communication arrived and | will check some of the Hall matters the next 
time | visit the bank. | am glad you like what | sent you. Before you share copies with 
anyone perhaps they ought to write you or me and request them so | have that data. 
You said in you communication "that you invited me out to visit the museum, via Roger 
Siboni." and photograph some of our Conns. | do not want to give you the wrong 
impression of my intentions. In my message of 5/5/05 to you | indicated that if you were 
visiting St. Louis you could see items. That was a gentle invitation but | merely 
mentioned it to Siboni feeling that | actually had already asked you. To clarify the 
ambiguity you may come at a mutually convenient time alone or with Siboni before the 
museum opens or after it opens. It will not open until next spring. 

| certainly want to clear up the situation so that you realize you are very welcome. 

My best Eric 


Wednesday, January 02, 2002 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: FW: Armin Brand List 


Date: 06/20/2005 6:18:43 P.M. Central Standard Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

To: EricNumis@aol.com 

ENG: 


| see | made one mistake, or misinterpretation, of Hall’s notebook inventory in my email 
below. The 1786 “Betts Die” is specifically listed at the end of the first of two pages of 1/786 
coppers. | confused it with an incomplete entry on the second page, between the “5-12 H- 
3” coins and the 6-K, where he just wrote the year 1786 in the year column and nothing 
else. | do not believe that is a valid entry. | would have to see all the 1786 entries to be 
sure of that last entry with the date only. | still think inventory# 1777 is the 2.3-T and that it 
is your coin. 


Regards, 
Neil 


-----Original Message----- 

From: Neil Rothschild [mailto:nrothschild@nmctech.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2005 7:23 PM 

To: 'EricNumis@aol.com’ 

Subject: RE: Armin Brand List 


Eric. 


Numbers 1774 and 1775 are your 6-K and 7-K. The R is just a mistake. My second guess (on June 19) was right on. | think 
1777 is Hall’s “Betts Die”, although | am surprised (and disappointed) it does not indicate as such. If you look further down the 
list | think you will see that 1778 is a 1787 1.1-A and 1779 is a 1.1-VV. Number 1777 is the last number in the 1786 list and that 
is where Hall spotted his “Betts Die” in his ledger. So the 2.3-T is the most logical coin. I’m very disappointed that there is no 
description- that would turn speculation into fact. 


Note that #1774, 1775 and 1777 are all marked “Feb 45 Paid”. This material did not move very fast. If you bought #1774 and 
1775 (as you.certainly did) then | think this adds credence to my belief that you purchased your 2.3-T at the same time. Think 
about it.... If not you , then someone else in the same month? I'll bet not many descriptions are blank (except possibly some 

unattributed double strikes). | think that was the only coin in Hall’s list that was not attributed. He did not list his double strikes 
as such in his notebook. It is not proof positive but people have hung with circumstantial evidence than this. 


lf you check your other Hall varieties on the list, I'll bet that are all marked “Feb 45 Paid”. If no others are marked that way, it 
might as well say “Purchased by Eric P Newman’. 


Numbers 1772 and 1773 are interesting too. Whatever they were, they were reclassified by Canfield into something else. | 


think it is *possible* that this is a 5.14-S but that is very speculative. Could also be 5.2-L. but that rubs me wrong. These are 
among the very few (maybe the only) Hall varieties whose current attribution is unknown or in doubt. 


Regards, 
Neil 


Thursday, January 03, 2002 America Online: EricNumis 


Page 2 of 2 


From: EricNumis@aol.com [mailto:EricNumis@aol.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2005 6:56 PM 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Subject: Armin Brand List 


Dear Neil: 

In your 6/19/05 message to me you speculated about the Armin Brand list of Hall 
Connecs. | located that item and am giving you a summary of what it says: 

Hall No. Date Descript Condition Price Marking 

vate 1786 5-12-H3 Poor .15 (Check mark) 

1774 1786 6-R Fine but not sharp 1.25 FEB 45 PAID 

Teco 1786 7-R Brown Unc 10.00 FEB 45 PAID 

1776 1786 5-9/Q Unc 10.00 S (Check ma) 

That 1786 (blank) Very Good 3.50 FEB 45 PAID 


It is strange that there is no description of Hall #1777. You thought it should be 6-K and 
7-K and probably can explain the use of R. 


If you now can clarify the above please let me know. If you need more | can furnish 
more. | have made quotation marks into letters or numerals. | have abbreviated some 
items. Check marks are in pencil. 


Please apply your Sherlock mind to this. Eric 


Thursday, January 03, 2002 America Online: EricNumis 


STUN :oul[UQ BoLiouly Z700Z “SO Arenuer “Aepinjes 


Subj: new light on Conn 

Date: 06/21/2005 8:52:58 A.M. Central Standard Time 
From: EricNumis 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Dear Neil: 


| think | have found some important matters. 
In the Armin Brand list of Hall Connecticuts the final entry following the 1788 dated pieces is: 


#2051 (Date) 1787 "Curious contempardly counterfeit with rude imitation of Conn. Cent on 
Obverse and a British Half Penny on Reverse". The misspelled word "contemporary" shows 
Hall's opinion of it being a genuine counterfeit and not a subsequent forgery. 

That entry is stamped "FEB 45 PAID" and has a penciled S following it. That has to be my 
piece. The penciled S follows each listed item marked FEB 45 PAID as well as those 
stamped with SEP 42 PAID and APR 45 PAID. It follows no others. The S is not in my hand | 
think but may be that of Johnson's secretary or his non-technically adopted daughter Mary 
Cruzan. It appears to stand for "Sold". The list was checked by me 

in returning unsold coins to the Armin Brand Estate after Johnson's death and has my 
handwritten pencil notation on it "Checked as complete April 47". 


| presume that you do not have a copy of the Armin Brand 1936 list. It would be difficult to take 
it apart for photocopying. It is stapled 70 year old tissue. 
What does "Doty" refer to in the variety listing in it? 


This letter should be helpful to you and brings back a few memories for me. Eric 
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Thursday, January 03, 2002 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: RE: new light on Conn 


Date: 06/21/2005 9:53:41 A.M. Central Standard Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

To: EricNumis@aol.com 

Eric, 


Well, my first guess was better than my second! This is great news because it establishes that important provenance. It also 
now ties the 356 pieces reported in the November 1909 Numismatist article to the lists. | get that total by accounting for 
inventory numbers 1700 (M.1-E) to 2051 (your 2.3-T), totaling 352 inventory numbers. Add 4 coins for number 1786, which 
included FIVE horned busts in a die state progression, and you get 356. Perfect. | was never sure of the ending number and | 
also suspected a possible #1699, but that would be a strange starting number. 


Regarding “Doty”: | have a belief that the BGJ inventory list was dictated to a secretary, who typed the list. Were tape 
recorders in common use in 1945? | do not recall. If not, his secretary may have typed while he dictated, in real time. BGJ may 
have said “Doty” to mean a period, but even that does not make sense given some of the varieties involved. It is clear to me 
that whoever typed the list had no Knowledge whatsoever of Connecticut attributions and may have had problems reading the 
envelopes. | have gotten used to these mangled attributions and have developed some sense of what they mean, but it is very 
speculative without seeing the envelopes. Other than yours, few envelopes have survived. Some of the envelopes may not 
have been clear and/or the handwriting may have been difficult to read. In many cases a letter is missing from the attribution 
and | interpret that as either a garbled piece of the tape, if a tape was used, or simply a mistake if it was dictated in real time. It 
is clear, though, that the list was never proof read and corrected, which makes our job much tougher. 


| understand the problem of photocopying the 1936 list. | do not, of course, have that list or | would not be pestering you for 
details. When | visit you, we may find that the list can be photographed without damaging it. | have the equipment to do that 
and | should be able to get readable images for transcription. This is very exciting! Your list has been a “Holy Grail” for Bob 
Martin and myself, given the incompleteness of the later lists. It is also interesting to note that at least the #2051 description is 
much more extensive than the descriptions on the Boyd list. If the other entries have better descriptions then we may be able 
to tie additional individual inked on edge coins back to the list via the descriptions, especially if the list has better description of 
grade and condition and defects. 


Back to the Contemporary Counterfeit(s). Remember, you have TWO of these pieces. The description for #2051 is fora 
“British Reverse” and would match your 2.6-BRI. Your 2.3-T is NOT a British Reverse, it is an INDE ETLIB Conn reverse and 
Hall clearly understood this in his notebook description. Inventory #1777 is un-described and at the end of the 1786 series. It is 
*possible* that Hall owned both and you bought both! If that is true, then Hall owned but did not record the 2.6-BRI. If | 
understand you, they are both marked with dates or other notations to suggest that you purchased them. 


Your observation about the use of “Contemporary” confirms Hall's notes, where he does not believe the coin to be a Betts or 
other then modern fabrication. 


There are three additional interesting questions: 


1) Does “Doty” occur in your 1936 list? If so, that would be very strange and counter to my above theory of a transcription 
(maybe- or maybe the 1936 list was the genesis of the later lists and that list was dictated). 


2) Is your 1936 Armin Brand list complete as to the inventory numbers? This would clarify one way or the other your prior 
opinion that the Conns may have been split up between the brothers. 


3) You indicate an ‘S’ next to some entries that corresponds to your purchases. Have you matched these entries that you now 
suspect are your purchases to your inventory list of all your Connecticuts to determine if all the Hall coins are marked as such in 
your records? The inventory list of your collection that you just sent me has some discrepancies when compared to Rob Retz’s 
list of your Hall coins. This comparison might help to clarify that. Are Boyd’s purchases of most of the 1785’s marked “April 
45”? That would match the timing, allowing a few weeks for the transaction to be compelted. Do you have any idea who 
purchased the Sept 42 coins? 


It is interesting that your purchases are marked Feb 1945 and Boyd’s invoice is dated Feb 1945. Apparently you were 
presented with the opportunity to purchase them and then everything else was sent to Boyd within a matter of days. 


Regards, 


Saturday, January 05, 2002 America Online: EricNumis 
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Subj: RE: new light on Conn 

Date: 06/21/2005 10:51:54 A.M. Central Standard Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

To: EricNumis@aol.com 

Eric, 


Before you read the rest of this, if you do not care to put any more time into this, | can 
check the below when | visit you. | feel like | am piling up work for you that you may not 
care to do. You do seem interested in pursuing this and if so, keep reading! 


In my earlier email | mentioned checking the 1936 Armin Brand list for sales prior to Feb 
1945, and comparing to your inventory of coins provenanced to Hall. The following list of 
numbers represents what | believe to be all the numbers missing from Boyd’s Feb 1945 
list. Where you indicate Hall as a provenance on your personal inventory list recently 
mailed to me, | indicate EPN. Anything NOT marked EPN was either sold to someone else 
prior to Feb 1945 or possibly bought by you and not marked as such. In particular my 
records indicate your 1787 M.12-Q is Hall but you do not mark it as such. If you are 
interested in checking such things, you may want to pay specific attention to these entries 
not marked EPN in your 1936 Armin Brand list. 


Where the coin is not marked EPN, the varieties indicated below are presumed by me to 
be correct because they fit holes in the list. They may not be accurate and if you see any 
discrepancies while comparing to the 1936 list, we should assume the 1936 list to be 
correct and my speculation to be incorrect. | also indicated varieties that you do not own, 
per your list- if my designated variety is incorrect then that notation may of course also be 
in error. 


lt would be interesting to see if the items marked below are on your 1936 list and if so, 
what are the dates of sale. Also, of course, it would be most helpful to check my attribution 
against the list’s description. 


lf these are on your 1936 list, then you can be assured that Armin received the entire 358 1y 
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1721 1785 M.6.1-A.1 (you do not own) 
1724 1785 M.6.3-G.1 (you do not own) 
1725 1785 M6:3-G.2 

1729 1785 M.6.5-M 

1732 1785 M.8-D EPN 

1735 1786 M.??-?? 

1/37 1786 M.2.2-D.2 EPN 

1738 1786 M.3-D.1 EPN? Or next # 
1739 1786 M.3-D.1 

1748 1786 M.5.3-G EPN 

1749 1786 M.5.3-N EPN 

1751 1786 M.5.4-N (you do not own) 
1756 1786 M.5.5-M 

1774 1786 M.6-K EPN 

1775 1786 M.7-K EPN 


1778 1787 M.1.1-A 
1780 1787 M.1.2-C EPN 
1781 1787 M.1.3-L EPN 
1782 1787 M.1.4-WW EPN 
1783 1787 M.3-G.1 EPN 
1785 1787 M.2-B 
1790 1787 M.7-| EPN 
1792 1787 M.8-O EPN 
1797 1787 M.11.1-E EPN 
1798 1787 M.11.2-K EPN 
1799 1787 M.12-Q (My records indicate your coin is ex Hall, 
but you do not list as such-could be my error) 
1801 1787 M.14-H EPN 
1802 1787 M.14-H 
1804 1787 M.15-R EPN 
1814 1787 M.18-g.1 
1852 1787 M.32.5-aa EPN 
1930 1787 M.33.39-s.1 
1982 1787 M.38-GG EPN 
1990 1787 M.41-ii EPN 
2020 1788 M.5-B.2 EPN 
2050 1788 M.17-Q EPN 


if you compare lists, as | have done, you will see that all your coins marked “Hall” are 
missing from the list, as you suggested things should be in a prior email and which | 
agree. EXCEPT for the two exceptions listed below, which are interesting. In the 
case of the M.9-E, the ANS’s coin box indicates Hall and #1794. For that reason, | 
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question if your coin is Hall's, or possibly he had a dup not indicated in my records 
and his notebook. In the case of the M.39.1-ff.2, it is possible that you purchased it 
at a later date because it was shipped to Boyd after you bought all or most of yours. 


1794 1787 M.9-E Listed on Boyd invoice. ANS records #1794 for their coin. 
This is a mystery. 


- 1985 1787 39.1-ff.27?77? This is listed on the Boyd invoice. Did you buy this at a 
later date? 


Saturday, January 05, 2002 America Online: EricNumis 


Neil 


From: EricNumis@aol.com [mailto:EricNumis@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2005 10:53 AM 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Subject: new light on Conn 


Dear Neil: 

| think | have found some important matters. 

In the Armin Brand list of Hall Connecticuts the final entry following the 1788 dated 
pieces Is: 


#2051 (Date) 1787 "Curious contempardly counterfeit with rude imitation of Conn. 
Cent on Obverse and a British Half Penny on Reverse". The misspelled word 
"contemporary" shows Hall's opinion of it being a genuine counterfeit and nota 
subsequent forgery. 

That entry is stamped "FEB 45 PAID" and has a penciled S following it. That has to be 
my piece. The penciled S follows each listed item marked FEB 45 PAID as well as those 
stamped with SEP 42 PAID and APR 45 PAID. It follows no others. The S is not in my 
hand | think but may be that of Johnson's secretary or his non-technically 

adopted daughter Mary 

Cruzan. It appears to stand for "Sold". The list was checked by me 

in returning unsold coins to the Armin Brand Estate after Johnson's death and has my 
handwritten pencil notation on it "Checked as complete April 47". 


| presume that you do not have a copy of the Armin Br and 1936 list. It would be difficult 
to take it apart for photocopying. It is stapled 70 year old tissue. 
What does "Doty" refer to in the variety listing in it? 


This letter should be helpful to you and brings back a few memories for me. 
Eric 


Saturday, January 05, 2002 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: Hall Inventory Number 1985 


Date: 06/21/2005 11:38:56 A.M. Central Standard Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

To: EricNumis@aol.com 

Eric: 


Here | go again, barraging you with email. | apologize, but | need to correct a factual error 
on my last email. 


Hall inventory# 1985 does NOT appear on your 1945 Boyd list (I previously said it did) but 
it does appear on the ANS version of this list, prepared in the late 1950’s. It is the ONLY 
entry, to my knowledge, that appears on the ANS list but not the Boyd list, hence my error. 
It is further confused because this is likely a 39.1-ff.2 and your 39.1-ff.2 is marked Hall. | 
mentioned this number in my list of two questionable provenances in your list of Hall coins 
in your collection. __| guess it is possible that it was inadvertently left off the 1945 Boyd list 
and you somehow acquired it subsequent to BGJ’s death, and after the ANS list was 
prepared. Otherwise this entry is a complete mystery. It would be interesting to see what 
is notated on your 1936 list for this entry. 


Regards, 
Neil 


-----Original Message----- 

From: Neil Rothschild [mailto:nrothschild@nmctech.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2005 12:50 PM 

To: 'EricNumis@aol.com' 

Subject: RE: new light on Conn 


Eric: 


Before you read the rest of this, if you do not care to put any more time into this, | can 
check the below when | visit you. | feel like | am piling up work for you that you may not 
care to do. You do seem interested in pursuing this and if so, keep reading! 


In my earlier email | mentioned checking the 1936 Armin Brand list for sales prior to Feb 
1945, and comparing to your inventory of coins provenanced to Hall. The following list of 
numbers represents what | believe to be all the numbers missing from Boyd’s Feb 1945 
list. Where you indicate Hall as a provenance on your personal inventory list recently 
mailed to me, | indicate EPN. Anything NOT marked EPN was either sold to someone else 
prior to Feb 1945 or possibly bought by you and not marked as such. In particular my 
records indicate your 1787 M.12-Q is Hall but you do not mark it as such. If you are 
interested in checking such things, you may want to pay specific attention to these entries 
not marked EPN in your 1936 Armin Brand list. 
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Where the coin is not marked EPN, the varieties indicated below are presumed by me to 
be correct because they fit holes in the list. They may not be accurate and if you see any 
discrepancies while comparing to the 1936 list, we should assume the 1936 list to be 
correct and my speculation to be incorrect. | also indicated varieties that you do not own, 
per your list- if my designated variety is incorrect then that notation may of course also be 
in error. 


lt would be interesting to see if the items marked below are on your 1936 list and if so, 
what are the dates of sale. Also, of course, it would be most helpful to check my attribution 
against the list’s description. 


lf these are on your 1936 list, then you can be assured that Armin received the entire 356 
coin lot of Hall Connecticuts. 


Inv# Year Variety (Speculative, of course) 
1701 1785 M.2-A.4 (you do not own) 
1706 1785 M.3.3-F.3 

1708 1785 M.3.3-F.3 

1709 1785 M.3.4-F.1 (you do not own) 
1710 1785 M.3.4-F.2 

1713 1785 M.4.1-F.4 

1714 1785 M.4.2-F.6 EPN 

1721 1785 M.6.1-A.1 (you do not own) 
1724 1785 M.6.3-G.1 (you do not own) 
1725 1785 M.6.3-G.2 

1729 1785 M.6.5-M 

1732 1785 M.8-D EPN 

1735 1786 M.??-?? 

1737 1786 M.2.2-D.2 EPN 

1738 1786 M.3-D.1 EPN? Or next # 
1739 1786 M.3-D.1 

1748 1786 M.5.3-G EPN 

1749 1786 M.5.3-N EPN 

1751 1786 M.5.4-N (you do not own) 
1756 1786 M.5.5-M 

1774 1786 M.6-K EPN 

1775 1786 M.7-K EPN 


1778 1787 M.1.1-A 

1780 1787 M.1.2-C EPN 
1781 1787 M.1.3-L EPN 
1782 1787 M.1.4-WW EPN 
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1783 1787 M.3-G.1 EPN 

1785 1787 M.2-B 

1790 1787 M.7-| EPN 

1792 1787 M.8-O EPN 

1797 1787 M.11.1-E EPN 

1798 1787 M.11.2-K EPN 

1799 1787 M.12-Q (My records indicate your coin is ex Hall, 
but you do not list as such-could be my error) 

1801 1787 M.14-H EPN 

1802 1787 M.14-H 

1804 1787 M.15-R EPN 

1814 1787 M.18-g. 1 | 

1852 1787 M.32.5-aa EPN 

1930 1787 M.33.39-s.1 

1982 1787 M.38-GG EPN 

1990 1787 M.41-i1 EPN 

2020 1788 M.5-B.2 EPN 

2050 1788 M.17-Q EPN 


if you compare lists, as | have done, you will see that all your coins marked “Hall” are 
_ missing from the list, as you suggested things should be in a prior email and which | 
agree. EXCEPT for the two exceptions listed below, which are interesting. In the 
case of the M.9-E, the ANS’s coin box indicates Hall and #1794. For that reason, | 
question if your coin is Hall’s, or possibly he had a dup not indicated in my records 
and his notebook. In the case of the M.39.1-ff.2, it is possible that you purchased it 
at a later date because it was shipped to Boyd after you bought all or most of yours. 


1794 1787 M.9-E Listed on Boyd invoice. ANS records #1794 for their coin. 
This is a mystery. | 


1985 1787 39.1-ff.27?7?? This is listed on the Boyd invoice. Did you buy this at a 
later date? 


Thursday, January 03, 2002 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: Re: new light on Conn 


Date: 06/23/2005 12:33:01 P.M. Central Standard Time 
From: EricNumis 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Dear Neil: 


You are correct that this Connecticut Hall matter research is very complicated and frustrating 
but now | do not have enough time to help get many of its technical details straightened out. | 
am going to Alaska shortly and have a wedding to attend. Whenever you come here you will 
have the opportunity to clear up matters. The variety description and comments about the 
pieces in the 1909 Numismatist, 1936 Brand list, the 1945 invoice, my own handwritten list, 
Johnson's envelopes for the coins (the Hall envelopes have no markings other than an 
envelope number as you know), the Hall variety number painted on the coins, etc. have 
differences which apparently only you can straighten out. | forgot that nice Retz worked on 
other than my Fugio files and coins. 

There was no recording dictation device used by Johnson. His secretary had to read his 
difficult handwriting and often so did |. She was very accurate and made very few mistakes 
and Johnson would catch some, but she had little idea of technical matters she was writing 
about as she was invoicing classical, Asian and European as well. She was devoted and 
reliable. 

lf | get a chance | will try to have the 1936 Armin Brand list reproduced. If you can send me a 
copy of the 1950 list you have and explain why and by whom it was prepared that might 
educate me a little further. 

| want to be helpful to any bona fide numismatic project | can add to as you fully understand. 
You have a fascinating one so keep urging me to help. Eric 


Saturday, January 05, 2002 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: 
Date: 


From: 


To: 


Sayles 


RE: new light on Conn 

06/23/2005 8:31:49 P.M. Central Standard Time 
nrothschild@nmctech.com 

EricNumis@aol.com 


Thanks for the explanation. It never ceases to amaze me that it took 10 years to sell the finest collection of Connecticut 
Coppers ever assembled. To a modern collector like me it is simply unthinkable. I’m sure you have found the transition to the 
modern era fascinating. 


Regards, 


Neil 


From: EricNumis@aol.com [mailto:EricNumis@aol.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2005 9:43 PM 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Subject: Re: new light on Conn 


Dear Neil: 

Armin Brand had the 1936 list typed in Chicago probably from Johnson's written 
appraisal The coins were put in cigar boxes and sent to St. Louis for sale. The 
Connecticuts were in two cigar boxes and those seemed to be given to Armin as part of 
his share when the pieces were divided by coin flip in Johnson's presence. Johnson 
then sold the quantities of coins from time to time and remitted 90% of the proceeds 
to Chicago. Johnson died in late 1946 or early 1947 (I have the exact date elsewhere) 
and | was one of his executors. After the remaining coins in St. Louis were returned to 
the Armin Brand Estate and to his daughter | believe New Netherlands who were 
already in contact with Horace Brand became involved in the disposition of the Armin 
Brand remaining coins. 

Eric 


Sunday, January 06, 2002 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: 
Date: 


From: 


AG: 


Re: new light on Conn 

06/23/2005 7:43:06 P.M. Central Standard Time 
EricNumis 

nrothschild@nmctech.com 


Dear Neil: 

Armin Brand had the 1936 list typed in Chicago probably from Johnson's written appraisal 
The coins were put in cigar boxes and sent to St. Louis for sale. The Connecticuts were in two 
cigar boxes and those seemed to be given to Armin as part of his share when the pieces 
were divided by coin flip in Johnson's presence. Johnson then sold the quantities of coins from 
time to time and remitted 90% of the proceeds to Chicago. Johnson died in late 1946 or early 
1947 (I have the exact date elsewhere) and | was one of his executors. After the remaining 
coins in St. Louis were returned to the Armin Brand Estate and to his daughter | believe New 
Netherlands who were already in contact with Horace Brand became involved in the 
disposition of the Armin Brand remaining coins. 


Eric 


Saturday, January 05, 2002 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: Your "2.3-T" is now a 2.5-V 


Date: 07/01/2005 10:06:18 A.M. Central Standard Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 
TO: EricNumis@aol.com 

Hi Eric, 


Just a short note here. | received from Mike Ringo a copy of a letter written in 1975 by Ned Barnsley to Jim Spilman, yourself, 
John Ford, Richard Picker and Al Hoch. This letter discusses all of the 1786 AUCTORI CONNEC Bungtown counterfeits known ta 
him and attributes them to his new Miller dies. The only addition today is the Ford piece, which was apparently unknown to 
Barnsley. | do not know if Ford ever disclosed his piece; likely not. 


This letter describes two pieces in some photos sent to him by Al Hoch on 1/3/1975. Unknown at the time to ERB, these included 
your two specimens and they are the subject of his discussion. Although you received a copy of the letter, as far as | know no 
photos were included so you may not have been aware that he was examining your coins! 


The long and short of this is that Ned Barnsley assigned 2.5-V to your coin and that is what was marked on one of your 
envelopes- | believe the empty one indicating the coin was sent to JCS in 1994 for photography. 


| think the genesis of our confusion lies in Breen’s errors in his Encyclopedia and Jeff Rock’s total confusion in his recap of these 
varieties on CNL Sequential page 1246. Between Breen and Jeff, you have been purported to own all four varieties! 


It is very likely that your coin will be renumbered to 2.5-T to reflect the fact that all three AUCTORI CONNEC/INDE ETLIB pieces 
share the identical reverse dies. 


| have attached a copy of that letter as a PDF file, which you should be able to print for your files. | will Keep you informed of our 
progress, especially any renumbering of the reverses. 


| hope you enjoy your trip to Alaska. If you need an assistant to carry your bags, please let me know! 


Regards, 
Neil 


Sunday, January 13, 2002 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: A Visit? 


Date: 08/17/2005 9:14:04 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 
To: EricNumis@aol.com 

Hi Eric, 


The last time we talked, you had a vacation and a wedding in progress. | don’t know if you have completed your summer 
activities, but | would like to talk about a trip to visit you, as previously discussed. If this is too soon, just let me know and we can 
take it up when you are ready. 


| would like to photograph your Conns if that would be permissible, and when | get done | will give you a set of prints of the entire 
collection, plus the digital images on CD if you would like. As far as | know, the collection, in it’s entirety, has never been 
photographed. | think a photo album of the collection would be very nice and an important record for your museum. It would also 
allow interested parties to view the coins without physically exposing the coins, which in the long run will help to preserve the 
collection. 


Time permitting, | think it would be helpful to shoot at least some of the British counterfeits too, or anything else you personally 
would like photographed. There is a lot of interest in British counterfeits and you have some very important material. This is all up 
to you, of course. From previous conversations, | have the impression you are generally receptive to the idea of photographing 
the collection. Please correct me if | am wrong on this. 


| have attached a sample of my recent work. | have professional grade equipment and have put much effort into learning to use it, 
especially for coin photography. | have done a lot of work this summer to refine my skills. | can and will print variety information, 
weight, etc. on the image. | do that programmatically and can output a variety of different formats. Next week | will be 
photographing Syd Martin’s collection of Connecticuts, which include over 300 varieties now. Syd is the editor of the C4 
newsletter. Over the next few years | hope to shoot a number of major collections. 


Regards, 
Neil 


Thursday, August 18, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: Re: A Visit? 


Date: 08/19/2005 12:55:43 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: EricNumis 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Dear Neil: 


| appreciate your 8/17/05 message about a visit to St. Louis. 

| had a wonderful summer and am loaded down with editing other peoples' writing and my 
own research and writing as well as planning for my museum. 

If you wish to image my Connecticut coppers and my counterfeit British halfpence( including 
Machins) that is OK at a convenient time in the future. | would want all of those pieces done 
as only a part would be pointless as | see it. | will then have the opportunity of looking at the 
pieces myself as | do not often get that chance. Having to store my collection at a bank vault 
is a nuisance. Do you think you should image my genuine British George II and George III 
copper? 

You are kind to offer to make a set of them for me. 

| think that you should image Syd Martin's pieces as you indicate you are going to do shortly 
and see how much time it takes and what is the most practical method of doing it. How much 
paper work can be done in advance? Should someone be recording facts or weighing while 
you are taking images or vice versa? 

| understand your goals and hope you can fulfil them, | want to help any bona fide numismatic 
project within my capabilities. 

Keep up your good work. Eric 


Friday. August 19. 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: RE: A Visit? 


Date: 08/19/2005 2:59:46 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

To: EricNumis@aol.com 

Hl Eric, 


| appreciate the positive reception of my project. | figure | can shoot 20-30 coins per hour, working at a very steady pace with 
no other “research” going on. This is based on shooting my own collection of about 550 Connecticuts. If | have assistance, 
removing coins from envelopes and weighing them, it will go faster, although my 20-30 per hour rate does not include 

weighing. With so many Hall coins, it will take a little extra time to shoot the edges. According to the list you sent me, you have 
about 179 Connecticut coppers. | do not know how many Counterfeit and Regal British you have. | agree that it would be good 
to shoot the Regals too, and to shoot everything within a series. Most people only think about the “highlight coins” but | also 
think it is pointless to try to pick and choose. | also believe you should have a permanent visual record of this most important 
collection. It is really a matter of how long you can put up with me! 


| have your Conn list in my database and | would shoot from that list. For the others, it would be helpful, but is not absolutely 
necessary, to supply me with a list ahead of time. If you do not have these lists, they will get built as a byproduct of my post- 
shooting work and | will send you a computer generated copy when | am done. That list will also include provenances | 
discover. | know, for example, that one of your Col. Green Conns was plated in the Jenks sale. | am finding that it is best to 
just shoot the coin envelopes in front of each coin, allowing me to build lists at my leisure and to ensure that each coin is 
positively ID’d. It is easier to shoot an envelope than to write up a a list at shooting time and “digital film” is free, unlike the film 
era. | have a procedure for that; it requires three tuna cans! In your case, | want to shoot the Hall envelopes anyway. 


It would be a good idea to at least count (by major type) the total number of coins you would like shot. Then we can work out 
the estimated time required and a mutually agreeable date for my visit. 


Regards, 
Neil 


—— Original Message----- 

From: EricNumis@aol.com [mailto:EricNumis@aol.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 19, 2005 1:56 PM 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Subject: Re: A Visit? 


Dear Neil: 

| appreciate your 8/17/05 message about a visit to St. Louis. 

| had a wonderful summer and am loaded down with editing other peoples’ writing and 

my own research and writing as well as planning for my museum. 

lf you wish to image my Connecticut coppers and my counterfeit British halfpence 

( including Machins) that is OK at a convenient time in the future. | would want all 

of those pieces done as only a part would be pointless as | see it. | will then have the 

opportunity of looking at the pieces myself as | do not often get that chance. Having to 
store my collection at a bank vault is a nuisance. Do you think you should image my 
genuine British George II and George III copper? 

You are kind to offer to make a set of them for me. 

| think that you should image Syd Martin's pieces as you indicate you are going to do 
shortly and see how much time it takes and what is the most practical method of doing it. 
How much paper work can be done in advance? Should someone be recording facts or 

weighing while you are taking images or vice versa? 

| understand your goals and hope you can fulfil them, | want to help any bona fide 


Saturday, August 20, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: RE: My visit 


Date: 09/07/2005 2:33:29 A.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 
10: EricNumis@aol.com 


Thank you, Eric. | completed that shoot and have all the images stitched together. It went very well. | shot 400 coins in about 
15 hours, over two days. That is about 25 coins per hour. | figure 200 coins per (very full) day is achievable, but in your case | 
would figure 150 per day max because of all the inked edges and envelopes, which are so important. That slows things down 
somewhat. . 


| enjoyed our conversation today. As | said, | will accommodate your schedule as best! can. | think we could shoot the 
Connecticuts and probably all the counterfeits in 2-3 days. 


Regards, 
Neil 


From: EricNumis@aol.com [mailto:EricNumis@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 06, 2005 12:15 PM 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Subject: Re: My visit 


Dear Neil: 

| received your message today. My telephone number is 314 727 0850. | am virtually 
always at home because | do not drive any more. 

In my last message | felt that you should complete your imagery of Syd Martin's material 
so that you could gain methodology by that experience and thereby improve the time 
and efficiency of any work on our collection. There is a lot of stuff here as you realize. 
My best to you. Eric 


Wednesday, September 07, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: Connecticuts 


Date: 09/18/2005 2:39:10 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: EricNumis 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Dear Neil: 


| was looking for something else and by chance | found a container full of old Clarke individual 
coin boxes used to hold the Newcomer Colonial coins. | saw that among them there were 
Connecticut boxes with the date of issue and Crosby number typewritten in small letters on 
white paper pasted onto the raised cardboard panel within the box. . There were only 41 
boxes. | then looked further and 26 more Connecticut boxes appeared only with the Miller 
number written in pencil by me on to the panel of the box and no date, no Conn, and nothing 
else. | do not remember doing the numbering nor do | remember whether this group of boxes 
was all that | had but | did not destroy any. 

A Clarke box as you probably know had a dark brown rectangular cardboard top with a printed 
gold rectangle on the outside. It fitted over a cardboard base box lined in brown on the outside 
and with a raised 1/4 inch wide panel across the bottom of the inside. It also had a pasted 
white paper on the outside of the bottom for coin data (no data was ever included). Both 
insides of top and bottom were lined in cotton. There were several sizes of boxes to fit coins of 
specific sizes. All of the Connecticut boxes are the same small size but the coin could still 
rattle in the box a little but would not be seriously harmed because of the cotton and 
cardboard. 

surrounding it. Clarke made pill boxes and pills for a living and was a coin collector and 
designed this box for numismatists. | believe ANS uses an open box of this type. 

| do not know if you already have a list of the Newcomer Collection Connecticuts which Mehl 
prepared as part of the overall Newcomer Colonial group. | presume so. | have not looked at 
mine or compared the list with the boxes. | probably withdrew some of these coins and still 
have them but have no simple way to determine which | may have withdrawn as | had some 
pieces before my Green Estate withdrawals or may have withdrawn other Green pieces than 
those in Newcomer. My pencil markings were on used boxes and the original panel 

markings may have fallen off or been wrong or were converted to Miller by me from Crosby. 
In any event if you wish to study these boxes | can mail them to you. 

| have not forgotten about arranging for your visit but will do so in due course. My 

best ric 


Sunday, September 18, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


Subj: Clarke Boxes 


Date: 09/19/2005 7:51:31 A.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: nrothschild@comcast.net 
To: EricNumis@aol.com 

Ri; 


| am not familiar with Clarke boxes except that your description (bottom only) matches the boxes the ANS uses, as you discussed. 


| am also unfamiliar with the Newcomer/Green Connecticuts, except that | know you own a couple. This collection has been 
under the radar screen of the Connecticut specialists with whom | work with. | do not have the Newcomer or Green Connecticut 
or Colonial lists that you refer to and that would be very interesting, indeed, to see. | previously noticed that your Col Green coins 
are all AU or UNC and | suspect that it was a marvelous and very important collection. | do not recall any provenances in my 
database to Newcomer and Green; | suspect those provenances have been lost in time, which is a shame. Any information you 
have regarding the content and disposition of these collections would be much appreciated! 


As a child in the mid-1960's, | remember reading Guiness Book of World Records when it was first published and to this day | can 
recollect the story and photograph of Hetty Green, "World's Greatest Miser", in a plain black dress, scowling at the photographer. 
| recall it said she was worth $93M- a huge fortune at that time (and certainly even today) but her son lost his leg because she 
was unable to find a free clinic! | believe that son was our Col Green, the collector. It's a fascinating story. 


| would also like to photograph and study your Clarke boxes if you are interested in lending them to me. It will be a nice addition 
to my study of old and important envelopes. You can just mail it to my home address: 


Neil Rothschild 
9 Rainbow Court 
Owings Mills, MD 21117 


Regards, 
Neil 


Ly Monday, September 19, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 
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Subj: Re: Clarke Boxes 


Date: 09/19/2005 1:02:24 P.M. Central Daylight Time 
From: EricNumis 

To: nrothschild@comcast.net 

Dear Neil: 


| received your 9/19/05 message. 

| will send you a copy of the Newcomer list of Connecticuts prepared by Mehl along with the 
loan of the Clarke Connecticut boxes for study. 

You will have to try to figure out what other Green Connecticuts | might have withdrawn and 
whether they were originally Newcomer or non Newcomer. 

The invoices of Johnson selling Connecticuts will probably show what he sold but the 

Brand, Newcomer, Green and Johnson sources of pieces on those invoices may not be easily 
distinguishable in some instances. This would be an enormous amount of work. Hopefully the 
sources of my pieces will solve a lot but provenance haswausardéseen efrrech imterest to me as 
long as my titfe was cfear- 

There are several books written about Hetty Green and her eccentricities. | met Colonel Green 
when | was at MIT in 19371. 

Who are the members of your group interested in the provenance? Have you or they checked 
the Barnsley collection which | understand has recently been turned over to ANS? Barnsley 
would be happy with what you are doing, 

Greetings. Eric 


Monday, September 19, 2005 America Online: EricNumis 


eae =—- VS 


Subj: RE: Clarke Boxes ship tomorrow 


Date: 03/30/2006 1:46:27 A.M. Central Standard Time 
From: nrothschild@nmctech.com 
To: EricNumis@aol.com 


Yes, please, Eric. | would like the variety codes. 
You retained the Hall/Brand 3-D.1. You have no shortage of fine pedigrees. The 3-D.1 to Mike was no slouch either! 
Is it possible that the bulk of your Connecticut's that are not ex Hall are ex Newcomer? 


Regards, 
Neil 


From: EricNumis@aol.com [mailto:EricNumis@aol.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2006 8:11 PM 

To: nrothschild@nmctech.com 

Subject: Re: Clarke Boxes ship tomorrow 


Dear Neil: 
The 1786 Connecticut 3 D 1 which went to Ringo for his help to me was one of a couple 
of other Connecticuts which joined it. What | yielded were duplicates so | must have 
equal or better ones from other than Newcomer. Perhaps you know where my retained 
ones came from. 
| have found a couple of additional Clarke boxes in which Newcomer Connecticuts must 
have been housed, Do you want the detail of them? 

Eric 


Thursday, March 30, 2006 America Online: EricNumis 
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Hall No. 
1703 
I 
1718 
1719 
1731 
1733 
1734 
1736 
1740 
1741 
1742 
1743 
1744 
1745 
1746 
1747 
1750 
Mie es 
E753 
1754 
P55 
bio 
1758 
1759 
1760 


Date 
1785 
1785 
1785 
1785 
1785 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 


Hall Collection Of Connecticut Cents-U.S.A. 


P.30 


Description 


B-31;j Date weak Sept 26, 1952 


4-3/A-2 Badly Struck In Center 3/28/52 
F-5 Planchet very defection? 12/23/52 
5-F-5 Olive 8/12/57 
7-Doty 1 Date Weak 9/26/52 


1-A Thick planchet, 

1-Hayes Thin planchet, very rough planchet 9/26/52 
2-1/A Planchet very badly rolled 9/26/52 
4-1/Gilbert & Elder 8/12/57 
4-] 3/17/55 
4-2/R Planchet defective 12/23/52 
5-1/Hays 1 Some original red; badly rolled 8/2/57 


5-2/Hays | Weakly struck on poor planchet 8/2/52 
5-2/1 Mar 28, 1952 
5-2/6 Planchet cracked on edge 3/28/52 
5-2/Doty 2 W2i23732 
5-3/N Severe Die Break on Obv. 12/23/32 
5-4/G 12/23/52 
5-4/G Weakly struck P2/ 235/52 
5-4/D-1 Planchet badly cracked 3/28/52 
5-4-O- 12/23/52 
5-6/M [22302 
5-7/ J-1 Of severe die crack on head 3/38/52 
5-7/ d-7 June 29, 1954 
5-5/F Poor planchet weakly struck 6/29/54 


Grade 
Extra Fine 
Unc. 


Uncirculated 
Uncirculated 


Fine 

Very Fine 
Une. 

Unc. 

Ex. Fine 
Poor 
Fine 

Unc. 


Fine 

Unc. 

Very good 
Very fine 
Very fine 
Fine 

Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Ex. Fine 
Very Good 
Unc. 
Forward 


Price 
4.00 
12:50 
5.00 
10.00 
2.50 
E25 
7.50 
750 
7.50 
0.75 
1.25 
17.50 
5.00 
2.00 
10.00 
0.75 
3.00 
1.50 
2.00 
2.50 
3.00 
| 
4.00 
| PS, 
5.00 


118.50 


Hall No. 
1761 
1762 
1763 
1764 
1765 
1766 
1767 
1768 
1769 
1770 
771 
eee 
Wee 
1776 
1779 
1784 
1786a 
1786b 
1786c 
1786d 
1786e 
1787 


Date 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1786 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 


Description 

5-5/ H-2 

5-8-G Very poor planchet 
5-8-F 

5-8/ O-2 

5-8/ H-2 

5-9-B Weakly struck 
5-9-B 

5-10-L Very weakly struck 
5-10-P Olive 

5-11-R 

S-11-E 

5-12-H3 

5-12-H3 

5-9/ Q 

1-1/ 5-5 

3-G 

4-L 

4-4 4-4 Planchet worse 
4-2 Planchet slight worse 
4[, " Taake 
4-L, " " " 

5-P 


1/23/52 
12/23/52 
12/23/52 
8/12/57 
June 30, 1952 
8/2/57 
12/25/52 
8/2/57 
3/28/52 
8/2/57 
[2723/52 
June 29th, 1954 


June 29th, 1954 
12/23/52 
12/12/51 
P2f23) 32 

8/2/57 
8/2/57 
12/13/51 


R25 i2 


Grade Price 
Fine B25 
Fine ee 
Very fine 2.50 
Poor 0.50 
Fine | Bi: 
Very fine 2.50 
Fine 125 
Uncirculated 5.00 
Uncirculated 10.00 
Very fine P23 
Very good | Bias, 
Very fine 1.25 
Poor 0.75 
Uncirculated 10.00 
Good 23 
Very fine 2.50 
Very fine 2.50 
Uncirculated 12.50 
Very fine 2.50 

ene 2.50 

ig 2.50 
Very fine 1.25 


Forward 186.00 


Hall No. 
1788 
1789 
1791 
1793 
1794 
1795 
1796 
1800 
1803 
1805 
1806 
1807 
1808 
1809 
1810 
1811 
1812 
1813 
1815 
1816 
1817 
1818 
1819 


Date 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 


Description 

6-1/M Some corrosion on rev. 
6-2/M Bad break on edge 
8/M 

9/D 2 Cuts on rev. 

9/E Weakly struck 

9/R Very rough planchet 

10/E 

13/D 


15/F Planchet very defective on rev. 


15/S 

15/S Holed 

16-1/N-1 Scratch on head 
16-2/11-N Rough planchet 
16-3/L-2 

16-4/N1 

16-6/N-11 Planchet irregular 
16-6/N-2 Planchet rough 
1M/D-3 Planchet very defective 


19/G-4 Badly scratched on both sides 


20/A-2 
22-G.2 
24/G-3 
24/D-5 


P. 32 


12/13/51 


12/23/52 
3/28/52 
12/23/52 
12/23/52 
12/23/52 
12/13/51 
8/21/57 
12/23/52 


| PAB 0 
£2/23/52 
12/23/52 
12/23/52 
2/23/52 
12/23/52 
12/23/52 
12/23/52 
L2/23152 
Sept 30, 1951 
Sept 30, 1951 
12/23/52 


Grade 

Ex. Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Uncirculated 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Good 
Very Fine 
Uncirculated 
Very Fine 
Poor 

Very Good 
Very Fine 
Very Good 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Uncirculated 
Uncirculated 
Fine 

Fine 

Very Good 
Very Good 
Forwarded 


Price 
5.00 
| Fe 
125 
5.00 
Ziv 
1.50 
1.00 
1.50 

15.00 
1.50 
0.50 
0.75 
ro 
0.75 
0.75 
2.50 
2.00 
5.00 
ki2Z3 
20 
PeD 
0.75 
0.75 


240.75 


Hall No. 
1820 
1821 
1822 
1823 
1824 
1825 
1826 
1827 
1828 
1829 
1830 
1831 
1832 
1833 
1834 
1835 
1836 
1837 


1838 
1839 
1840 
184] 
1842 


Date 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 


1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 


Description 
24/1F Scratched on face 


25/B Olive 

25/M 

26/A-1 

26/K-1 Planchet defect on head 
26/11-A Weakly struck on reverse 
27/A-1 

28/H1 

28/H1 Date does not show 
28/0 

29-1/A-2 

29-1/M- 

Curiously double struck 

29-1/P Light Olive 

29-2/H 

29-2/O Olive but not sharp 
30/Y 1 b2/ 23152 


P.33 


E273) 52 


Sept 30, 1951 
12/23/52 
12/23/52 


12/23/52 
12/23152 


Sept 30, 1951 
Sept 30, 1951 


ELSA The f 


Sept 26, 1952 


12/23/52 


Sept 30, 1951 


12/23/52 


Sept 26, 1952 


Sept 30, 1951 


30/11-2 Slight traces of original red but not sharp 


31-1/R-4 
31-1/G-1 
31-2/R-3 
32.2/X-1 Head very badly struck 
32.2/X-2 


Sept 30, 1951 
Sept 30, 1951 

b2i2o/ 52 
Sept 31, 1951 


Sept 10, 1953 


Grade 

Very Fine 
Uncirculated 
Very Good 
Very Good 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 


Very Good 
Very Fine 
Fine 

Very Fine 
Uncirculated 
Very Good 
Uncirculated 
Very Fine 
Uncirculated 


Very Fine 
Very Good 
Very Fine 
Uncirculated 
Very Fine 
Forward 


Price 
0.50 
15.00 
0.75 
0.75 
123 
lil 
1.50 
1.50 
1.00 
0.75 
0.75 
1.00 
125 
10.00 
0.75 
10.00 
0.75 
7.50 


LZ 
1.00 
eae 
5.00 
1.00 
306.50 


Hall No. 
1843 
1844 
1845 
1846 
1847 
1848 
1849 
1850 
1851 
1853 
1854 
1855 
1856 
1857 
1858 
1859 
1860 
1861 
1862 
1863 
1864 
1865 
1866 


Date 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 


P. 34 


Description 


32-1/X-3 Not sharp June 30, 1952 
32-2/X-4 1723/52 
32-3/X-11 Planchet rough 6/30/52 
32-3/X-11 12/23/52 
32-4 12/23/52 
32-5 X-5 P2232 
---------- 12/12/51 Curiously double struck 
7 12/23/52 
32-4-2 12/23/52 
32-6 X-6 Sept 30, 1951 
32-7 X-1 (2/23/52 
32-8/11 2 £21 23/52 
Reverse struck over obverse, curious 
33/52 Sept 30, 1951 
33-1-5-2 Sept 10, 1953 
33-2/L-9 T2A23/92 


33/3/W1 Light Olive 
33-4/Z-7 Obverse weakly struck 


33-4/Z-8 Bad edge dents 12/23/52 
33/5-R-1 Very fine; planchet rough P2/235752 
33/2-L-2 Reverse weak 12/23/52 
33/6-2-15 Rough planchet 


33/7-R-2 Reverse weak 


Grade 
Uncirculated 
Very Good 
Uncirculated 
Very Good 
Poor 

Very Good 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Good 
Fine 

Poor 

Poor 

Fine 

Fine 

Fine 

Very Good 
Uncirculated 
Very Fine 
Fine 

Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Forward 


Price 
5.00 
0.75 
5.00 
0.75 
0.50 
O45 
2.50 
0.75 
0.50 
1.00 
0.50 
O75 
1.50 
Pe 
| a 
0.75 
7.50 
2.50 
1.00 
lees 
‘25 
L.25 
2.50 

347.25 


Hall No. 
1867 
1868 
1869 
1870 
1871 
1872 
1873 
1874 
1875 
1876 
1877 
1878 
1879 
1880 
1881 
1882 
1883 
1884 
1885 
1886 
1887 
1888 
1889 


Date 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 


P.35 


Description 


33-7-R-4 Obverse Rough 6/30/52 
33-7 L-10 12/23/52 
33-8 L-13 Sept 30, 1951 
33-8 L-19 Sept 26, 1952 
39-9-7-12 June 30, 1952 
33-10 KK Not Sharp Sept 30, 1951 
33-11-Q June 30, 1952 
33-11-L1 PAPI RY 
33-11-Y-6 12/23/32 
33-11-Z-7 Light Olive 8/12/57 
33-11/1-1 Reverse Very Weak 12/23/52 
33/12-Z-5 Attempted Puncture Before Face 

33-12-Z-5 Rough Planchet 8/12/57 
33-12-L-12 Sept 26, 1952 
33-12-Z-12 Dent On Head 9/26/52 
33-12-Z-12 Sept.26, 1932 
33-12-Z-2 Defective Planchet 

33-17-Z-22 Sept 26,-1952 


33-13/D-1 Some original red but head very nice 9/30/51 
33/13-/R-5 Corrosion On Reverse 
33/12 C-2 

33-14-11-3 

33-14-2-10 Obverse Rough 


Sept 30, 1951 
June 30, 1952 
12/23/52 


I2i2352 


All Sold 





Grade 

Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Uncirculated 
Fine 

Very Good 
Very Good 
Uncirculated 
Unc 

Fine 
Uncirculated 
Very Good 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Fine 
Uncirculated 
Fine 

Fine 

Very Fine 
Uncirculated 
Forward 


Price 
2.50 
1.00 
125 
|e, 
2.00 
5.00 
| ae 
0.75 
0.75 

10.00 
4.00 
1.00 
5.00 
0.75 
1.00 
1.00 
i322 
1.00 
5.00 
0.50 
1.00 
0.75 
5.00 

400.25 


Hall No. 
1890 
1891 
1892 
1893 
1894 
1895 
1896 
1897 
1898 
1899 
1900 
1901 
1902 
1903 
1904 
1905 
1906 
1907 
1908 
1909 
1910 
1911 
1912 


Date 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 


P.36 


Description 

33-14-Z-12 

33-14-Z-24 

33-15-Z.15 

33-15-D-1 

33-16-Z-13 

33-16-Z-19 

33-17-Z-14 

33-18-Q-1 

SS dais Curiously misstruck 


33-19-Z-2 Rough planchet 
33-2-K-4 

33-20-L-13 

33-21-L-4 Surfaced roughened 
33-21-L-4 Four dents on obverse 
33-21-H-2 

33-22-L-10 

33-23-R-4 

33-23-Z-11 Die break across obverse 
33-24-Z-10 " " i ‘i 
33-24-Z-20 


pept 26, 1952 

12/23/52 
Sept 26, 1952 
Sept 26, 1952 
Sept 26, 1952 
Sept 26, 1952 
Sept 26, 1952 
June 30, 1952 


June 30, 1952 
June 30, 1952 
June 30, 1952 
12/13/52 
12/23/52 
Sept 26, 1952 
June 30, 1952 
Sept 26, 1952 
June 30, 1952 
12/23/52 

June 30, 1952 
8/2/57 
12/2375) 

Sept 26, 1952 


All Sold 





Grade 
Very Good 
Good 

Very Good 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Fine 

Very Good 
Fine 

Very Fine 
Poor 

Very Fine 


Uncirculated 


Fine 

Very Fine 
Very Good 
Very Good 


Uncirculated 


" " 


Very Fine 
Forward 


Hall No. 
1913 
1914 
1915 
1916 
1917 
1918 
1919 
1920 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1931 


Date 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 


Description 
33-25-W-3 Dark olive 


33-25-Z-10 Very Fine 
33-25-Z-24 

33-26-W-3 Obverse badly scratched 
33-29-Z-1 Weakly struck 
33-29-L-2 Date gone 
33-30-Z-3 

33-30-Z-11 

33-31-W-2 

33-31-L-11 

33-Z-3 Bad edge dent 
33-32-Z-9 Edge dents 
33-32-Z-11 

33-33-SS 

33-32-T-1 Weakly struck 
33-33-T-2 Dark olive 
33-34-L-20 

33-35-Z-13 





All Sold 
Grade 
Sept 30, 1951 Uncirculated 
Sept 26, 1952 Very Fine 
12-23-52 Very Good 
June 30, 1952 Fine 
127235132 Uncirculated 
12/23/52 Fine 
Sept 26, 1952 Fine 
Sept 26. 1952 Fine 
L2I23/52 Very Good 
12/23/52 Very God 
12/23/52 Fine 
June 30, 1952 Very Fine 
12/23/52 Good 
12/23/52 Fine 
June 30, 1952 Uncirculated 
Sept 30, 1951 Uncirculated 
12/23/52 Fine 
8/2/57 Fine 


Total 


Price 
7.50 
2.00 
Gr7> 
0.75 
5.00 
0.75 
a. 
a 
0.75 
O75 
0.53 
2.00 
0.50 
0.50 
5.00 
7.50 
0.50 
2) 

483.00 


Hall No. 
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 
1936 
1937 
1938 
1939 
1940 
1941 
1942 
1943 
1944 
1945 
1946 


1947 
1948 
1949 
1950 
195] 
1952 
he ee: 
1954 


Date 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 


1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 


P. 38 


Description 
ee mon Weak on reverse 


33-36/2-1 Weak on obverse 


Sept 26, 1952 
Sept 26, 1952 


33-36/2-6 Weak on reverse 12/23/32 
33-36/2-23 Sept 26, 1951 

33-36/G-1 Dec 13, 1951 
33-38a/2-7 Sept 30, 1951 

33-38/G-] Sept 26, 1952 
33-37/G-2 12/23/52 
------------ Curiously double struck 

33-39/EE Crack on edge 12/23/52 
33-39/SS June 30, 1952 
33-40/2-11 12/23/52 
33-41/2-9 Sept 26, 1952 
3--41/Q Sept 26, 1952 


33-44/H2-2 Olive with considerable original red 
June 29,1954 


33-42/W-3 12/23/52 

33-46/W-2 Sept 10, 1953 

a----------- Curiously double struck 

33-50/2-2 L272 aro2 

S58N-NEW Jersey cent O/S on conn 

34-/F-1 Rather weakly struck 8/2/57 
36-/K-3 12/23/52 

36-L-1 Sept 26, 1952 


All Sold 


Grade 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Ex. Fine 
Fine 

Fine 

Very Fine 
Fine 

Very Good 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Good 
Very Fine 
Very Good 


Uncirculated 


Fine 

Very Good 
Very Good 
Good 

Fine 


Uncirculated 


Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Forward 


Price 
2.00 
2.00 
3.00 
| Pods 
1.00 
1.50 
22 
0.75 
2.50 
1.50 
2.00 
1.00 
1.50 
0.75 

12.50 


1.50 
0.75 
B25 
0.50 
3.00 
5.00 
0.75 
2.00 
49.25 


Hall No. Date 


1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
[975 
1974 
1975 
1976 
ISi7 


1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 
1787 


P. 39 


Description 

36-/F2-2 

37-1/LL 

37-1/T.T. 

---------- Curiously double struck 
37-2/F2-2. Dark Olive 

37-3/HH 

37-3/HH 

37-4/C2-1 Defective planchet 
37-4/C2-1 Strong 

37-5/K-2 

37-5/K'-2 Date does not show 
37-5/HH 

37-5/LL 

37-5/LL 

37-6/E! Olive-Weak on rev. 
37-6/E! 

37-7/E! On a rather rough planchet 
37-8/K!-1 

37.9/l'- On a rough planchet 
37-10/RR Sharp 

37-11/B Planchet defect on rev. 
37-11/B Date not showing 
37-11/K'-4 Weak on obverse 


June 30, 1952 
June 30, 1952 
12/23/52 
June 30, 1952 
8/2/57 
8/2/57 
Sept 30, 1951 
June 30, 1952 
Sept 26, 1952 
Sept 26, 1952 
June 30, 1952 
12/23/52 
June 30, 1952 
8/2/57 
8/2/57 
Sept 26, 1952 
8/2/57 
Sept 26, 1952 
8/2/57 
8/2/57 
8/2/57 
12/23/52 
12/23/52 


All Sold 


Grade 

Very Good 
Very Good 
Very Good 
Very Fine 
Uncirculated 
Fine 

Very Good 
Very Fine 
Very Good 
Very Fine 
Good 

Fine 

Very Fine 
Fine 
Uncirculated 
Fine 
Uncirculated 
Very Fine 
Uncirculated 
Uncirculated 
Uncirculated 
Poor 

Fine 
Forward 


Price 
0.75 
0.75 
0.75 
2.50 

10.00 
1.00 
1.00 
2.00 
i as: 
2.00 
1.00 
| Pe 
3.00 
1.50 
5.00 
1.50 
7.50 
3.00 
7.50 

10.00 

10.00 
0.50 
125 

124.25 


Hall No. Date 


1978 
1979 


1980 


1983 
198] 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
199] 
ioe 
1993 


1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 


2002 


Description 
1787 37-12/K'!-5 Brown 


1787 37-13/H!'-2 
1787 37-14/C2-2 Holed 


1787 38-/GG Strong 

1787 38-/L!-2 Sharp 

1787 39'-/H!-1 Sharp 

1787 39!-1/F2-2 

1787 39-2/F? 

1787 39-2/E2-2 Edge defective 

1787 40-/K2-1 Date weak 

1787 40-/N- Date weak 

1787 42-/O!} 

1787 42-/K2-2 

1787 43-/Y- Some original red to olive 
head of lib. weak 

1787 44-/W-4 

1787 44-/W-S 

1787 44-/Z-10 Not Sharp 

1787 45-/CC 

1787 45-/CC 

1787 46-/BB Dark 

1787 47-/A}-3 

1787 48-/G'-5 Red changing to olive 
Extremely sharp 

1787 50-/FK Date weak 


P. 40 


8/2/57 
Sept 30, 1951 


Sept 30, 1951 
8/2/57 


June 29, 1954 
June 30, 1952 
12/23/52 
Sept 30, 1951 
2/23/52 
8/2/1957 


8/2/1957 

Sept 30, 1951 
June 30, 1952 
June 30, 1952 
Sept 26, 1952 
8/2/1957 
Sept 30, 1951 
June 30, 1952 


8/2/1957 
12/23/52 


Grade 
Uncirculated 
8/2/57 

Very Fine 
8/2/57 

Fine 

Very Good 
Uncirculated 
Uncirculated 
Very Fine 
Fine 

Very Good 
Very Good 
Very Good 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Uncirculated 


Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Uncirculated 
Very Good 
Fine 
Uncirculated 
Very Fine 
Uncirculated 


Very Fine 
Forward 


10.00 
10.00 
20.00 


2.50 
2.50 
5.00 
0.75 
ee 
10.00 
4.00 
35.00 


2.50 
295.55 


Hall No. Date 


2003 
2004 
2005 
2010 


2011 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 


2018 


2019 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 
2025 
2026 
2027 
2028 


1787 


(1787 


1787 


1788. 


1788: 
1788: 
1788, 
1788: 
1788. 
1788. 
‘1788: 


1788: 


1788. 
1788. 
1788: 
(1788. 
1788. 
1788. 
1788: 
1788: 
1788 | 


P.41 


Description 

52-G- On rough planchet 
53-/FF 

54-/D.D.. Scratch on obverse 
2-/D* Olive planchet, somewhat rough, extremely rare 
8/2/1957 


Sept 26, 1952 
12/23/52 


20 EB. 8/21/1957? 
2/D* Brown mgt om eat | 
3-1/B-1 Overstruck on another cent 8/2/1957. 
3-1/B-1 Struck on another coin 8/2/1957 


3-2/B-2 Struck on small planchet; Date not showing 
4-1/B-1 8/2/1957 
4-1/B-1 Struck over nova 

constellatio cent 


4-1/K- Olive 

8/2/1957 

4-2/R- struck over Nova Constellation cent June 30, 1952 
6-/H*- Brown 8/2/1957 
7-/E- Dark 8/2/1957 
7-/F- Olive-weak 8/2/1957 
7-/K- Weakly struck 12/23/52 
8-/K- Weakly struck 8/2/1957 
9-/E- Red changing to olive 8/2/1957 
10-/C- Dark, cut on obverse 8/2/1957 
11-/G Dark 8/2/1957 


All Sold 





Grade 

Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Uncirculated 


Uncirculated 
Uncirculated 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Ex. Fine 
Fine 


Uncirculated 


Fine 
Uncirculated 
Uncirculated 
Uncirculated 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Uncirculated 
Uncirculated 
Uncirculated 
Forward 


Price 
4.00 
3.00 
2.00 

30.00 


35.00 
25.00 
7.50 
7.50 
7.50 
15.00 
5.00 


25.00 


5.00 
35.00 
20.00 
20.00 

7.50 

5.00 
35.00 
15.00 
25.00 

629.75 


Hall No. Date 


2029 
2030 
2031 
2032 
2033 
2034 
2035 
2036 
2037 
2038 
2039 
2040 
2041 
2042 
2043 
2044 
2045 
2046 
2047 


2048 
2049 


1788 
1788 
1788 
1788 
1788 
1788 
1788 
1788 
1788 
1788 
1788 
1788 
1788 
1788 
1788 
1788 
1788 
1788 
1788 


1788 
1788 


P. 42 


Description 
12-1/E- Olive, weakly struck 


12-1/F 

12-2/C- Red changing to olive 
12-2/E 

13-/A*-1 

13-/A*-] 

14-1/L-2 Struck on a rough planchet 
14-2/A*-2 Brown 

14-2/A*2 

15-1/L-1 Brown very sharp 
15-2/P- Bent 

16-1/D* Irregular planchet 
16-1/H* Olive 

16-2/O- Olive, rather rough planchet 
16-3/N.- Very thin planchet 
16-3/N.- 

16-3/N.- Struck over another cent 
16-4/L.-2 

16-5/H* Brown planchet. 

slightly irregular 

17-/O 

17-/O 


All Sold 


8/2/1957 


June 30, 1952 


8/2/1957 


‘Sept 26, 1952 


8/2/1957 


Sept 26, 1952 


8/2/1957 
8/2/1957 
8/2/1957 

8/2/1957 

9/26/52 

8/2/1957 

8/2/1957 


8/2/1957 


8/2/1957 


Sept 30, 1951 


8/2/1957 


Sept 26, 1952 


12/23/52 
(12/23/52 
8/2/1957 


~ Finis~ 


Grade 
Uncirculated 
Very Fine 
Uncirculated 
Very Fine 
Very Fine. 
Very Good 
Uncirculated 
Uncirculated 
Very Good 
Uncirculated 
Very Fine 
Uncirculated 
Uncirculated 
Uncirculated 
Very Good 
Very Fine 
Very Fine 
Fine 
Uncirculated 


Very Good 
Poor 


Price 
15.00 
5.00 
35.00 
7.50 
15.00 
6.00 
15.00 
35.00 
1.25 
35.00 
2.50 
15.00 
25.00 
20.00 
4.00 
5.00 
7.50 
3.00 
25.00 


4.00 
1.25 


1745 
1746 =«" 
700 1785 0, 1-2, Fine on SOE : 
102 1. V. good 2607 i747 * 
703" = BeSl. Date weak. Bx. rine: AP GO4HCD 1760 
704 =O 3-1=B. Date strong. oe 8 BO kas 
705 *§ 3-2-3, * ‘BW 200- 782 * 
707 8 L/A-B Fine ie 260 — 1753 * 
711... 3-5 / Doty 3 Planghet “3784 8 
defect. V.fine B00 ~ 
12 “ 346/Doty 3, Struck on a | 1785 =" 
badly rolled die, Fine 200 ~: 1787 .* 
715 0") 4-3/A-2 Badly struck fn Hae 758 
- gentre,’ Unc. APR Ye lsarec 
116" 4 / D1. Ve fine | 125. 1789. * 
117 * 4-4 / 5 0, Plenchet | | 1760" 
: defect. ¥. fine 250-.. 
718 ¥-6. Planchet Very de- 14.3761 9 
fective. Une. | AP bg GO 4762 =«*F 
7192" «= BFAS Olive. Unc. APR4 ‘ 
720 1785 4-4/D. 1, dood 95 ayes 8 
723 « "= =—6§=-2/F-1 Olive die badly (1964. «8 
cracked on obv,. Unc. 1260 — 1765 * 
723 4"  6-2/F-1 Scratch on face |. 1766 8 
fine 3250 — 
726 § G4 / De 2 Vepoorly 1767." 
. atruck. Una, 7560 — 1768 n 
727 "© 6.4/D 4. Nuch original, alae 
: redg poorly. struck up. Una. 2000 — 1769 
728 6-4)F-5 V.fine 200 — aero 
700 +" | 2/D, 1, Planchet very : 197¥21 
‘tough. V.fine 1772 
761 8 YD. 1. Date week. WA KS 20D Ge L773 | 
733 1706 ae Thi clk arian veiaap +4 D3776 | 
734 | Hoyas. Thin * ae ‘L279 | 
| PR > bereso 3 Liga 
726 § 21 / A Planchet very 17s ne) 
_ badly rolled. Unc. =|) AP pp “i. | 
740.—Co«® 4-1 Gilbert & Blder, l 
Ex. fine ne eae 
74, “ 4-1 Poor, Pet SoD 
742 " 42 / BR Planchet defect 
Fine App M 28¢tt 
743 0«* 1 / Hayes 1, Some 1787 
m4 ~=«© 


ALL OOLLECTION OF OONN, CFNTS — 
pp OOLTEOTION OF OONN, Cmts 


poor planchet, Unc. 


Te Yr, 0. G. Roya. 











5. 
original red, Badly “md sal affecD 1788 
B-2 / Hayes 1. Struck om jp I Iviicn 1709 


| 


_ ‘Feb. seg stam Y 


131 Varick Bt, eae Tork is, WT itt 4 a 


1786 6-2/1, Fine 


3 


re 


 6-B/M Bad break on edge 


ia : Ve i eRe 29 hie tbepe : 

AS 14 wos ’ , i ‘ “¢ fis ta : nih? : ; 
a “hi: ae 5 BE Sab Wie ht 
5 gs Tyke { 


yay 4 a if 
Vie y | 





Pes 


| ineeaS 5 
6-2/6 Planchet crack ot ae Nd oot: 
edge: Une. als RR. Jo! oa 


6-2 Dety 2. V.good APR 1 


 6-8/" . ¥.fine. Severe ae ; 
break on oby, | ; a dott pe 
APR 


5-4 0 V.fine 
5-4/0. Weakly struck, PA 


6-4 / Del, Planchet boaiyh J Ki any ie 


oracked. V.fine i 
5-40 V.fine - Al R 
6-6/M 8 oe at 


B-7/H-l Severe die crack: 
on head, Bx. fine 3 
8-7/4-7 ¥.go0d 

ye ww sie planchet week ~ 





8-8-0. Very poor plenchet 
& Tine APR 
5-8-F, ¥.fine aS ; 
5-8-2, Poor 
§-8-R-~2 Pine APR 
B-O-B. Weakly atruck, Sy Lupe 
| ¥.fina eu 
6-9-3 Fine | AP 
5-10-1 Very weakly struc PR 
nC. 
B-10-P Olive. Unc., Age 
B-11-R  V.fine. re DPR WS 
5-11-2 ¥. good A R ‘ -} 
Pererecy ‘V,fine | ARS 
| | B-12-K Poor | 
(8-9-9) Uno, | APR28 
' -1/6-5 Good | ARR 
fe Ve fine A ‘3% 
: eee ete 
meres: worse | 
| - Pe Una, end ase 
2 sens slicht worse ‘ 
| V. fine AP paisa, 
4-L. "| alight worse jo 
sar pe as 
5-7 Vefine ; “can 


6~1/M Some corrosion on) | 


rev. Rx.’ fine APR ee 


V.fine APR yl daiten 


1702 1786 8/M V.fine ak Daweh 1834 
1703" = 9/D 2 cute on rev.Unog))p Bie E Sian 
1794 " O/B weakly struck.V, rie APR 
1795 =? 9/R V.rough ape Ag cae pet 
no eet) 
1796 " 10/B Vegood APR Od -FE Op 
1800 1787 13/D V.fine | APR? 100% . 
1803 * 168.¥ Planchet re, de~ oe 3ea8 | 
fective. Une, APRs1 | 183) 
1805 " 15/8 V.fine | APRat 1340 
1806 " 18-8 Holed poor APR Bo”Revraag. 
1807 * 16-1/N-1 Scratch on head = : 
1808. " 16.212 W V.ft 4 Sou ie mites aoe 
a ~ Ne rou APR Ai t 
= planchet | 25 1644 
1808 . * 16-3/1—2 Viepod 5 | APRTEY Tesneas 
1810 " 16-4-N2 V.fine: | 
1611 * 16-6-N-11 Planchet drre~ ne 
gular, V.fine APR bari tt ae 
1gi2Ss 16~6-N-2 Planchet rough ve ee 848 
Vefine  \!'!'e ‘00 yaag 
1813, * 1M /D-3 Phnchet very a | 
@efective, Unc. | ned Arie Pe fin 1850 
2616: 19-G-4 Badly seratched on 1851 
beth sides. Una. | APRiu 0) 3883 — 
1616 " OAD Fine ABR pp 1am 
1817." 22-02 Fine Aue oh | ges 
1818 8 2-4-3 V.gnod | APR, 0D 1886 
1819 . Mt ee i Se So as 
1829 | oe oratened on 1587 
ch face. V.fine ue ' APR Si) 2868 
1921. ** 28-B Oliva, Une. : PRet ; 
1822 8 BFoM Vigood AP wh LDeCIe 
1823 «=F 26/4-1. Y. good APR ye RCO a6 861 
1go4li” 26-K-1 Planchet defen 
. on head, V.fine | : AP ht ae A ata 
1825 =" 26/11-A, Yeekly struck p 
on rev. V.fine | A 4 ee 
1826  "% a7/4-1 V.fine | AUR GD 
1827 " 28/H-2 Y.fins A ries D 2684 
1828" 2H-H-1 Date does not - me 
show, V.fine ce APR ‘00 “SX 1865 
1829" = 38/0 V.good | AR Reh | 
1830 1787 29-1/a-3 Vifine PB UE age 
ae : 29-1/M ae : . APRLOOMECD a9¢67 
$2 ouriously double stru 
3 V.fine AP i Pie 
1823 ® = 20-1/P light olive.Uno. Af ROLOD Yrdy 


re r. Os 0, Boyd 


AD | 











| 
| 
| 


Fab. 13th i § 


1787 20-2/H. Y.gnod ” 


= Ss 23 


 $O-1l-2 Slight traces of 
Silesian red ~~ not : 


V.fine | 
* $2-4-2 Vi good 


32-7. X-1 | Boor - 


33/52 "gine. | 
 $3-1-8-2 ‘Fine » 
 $3-2/%-9 |¥. good A 
 33/3/¥-1 Light olive.Une. h\P 


. etruck. Vifine ma 
834/28 Bad wee. tent 


: | | | 
ee ecg hee 
APR l8 R: 
2-2-9 Ottr® but not sharp S 

Unc. APR 1o!ou” 


30-Y~% Y.fine AVR. PBK 


she ae ADR 3 
31-2 a4 fine AP 4 B 
$1-1/0-1 ¥. good ADR ‘f 
31-2-8-8 Y.fine "hh 4 


B2-2/%-1 Read. very badly 


S2~2/X-2 ¥.fine = AN ben ; 
(B2-1/%-3 Not sharp. Une. A 
$2-2/X-4 Ye good APR 76 i 
» B2-3fF-11, Planchet rough App y 

Une, (OB 
: 32-3/%-11 Ve good. ~ 


42-4 Poor 

32=SeX—5 Vv. good ) 
Curiously! double struck | 
ere anf eee 


& 
32-6 Ys ‘Fine- 





32-8-11 2 Poar i, 
Reve, wtruck over obv,  §. ., . 
: Fine |/ r 





33-4/X-7 Obv., weakly 


“APRg leg Rt 


33-B-R-1 'Y, f ef liby bd 
ine, - | 
aie — v. se es apr at 
amhen 2 8 ear, | 
a3-6-2-1 35m Vefine, t Bids ie 
| 2 B h 
e “ V.fine . 1, APS 64 
33-7-R-4, ‘Obv., ‘Yough — AP 
| ¥.fdne | APRatgyt 
33-7 AAO V.fine APR1100'F 


1787 33-8-L-13 V.fine — 


3 


Szss BBB SFT BEE 


= 
neh 


|: BB14-2-10 Oby., rou 
| 83-15-2-15 V. good 
| $3-15-D-1 V.fine | 


| 33-16-2413 V.fine 
» $3-16-2-19 V. fine | 


ef quriously misetruc 


Ve Pr. ; Ge Boyd 


| 





\ 1 





33-12- Vefine APR OO Fro) 
2-13 V.fine | Atv 


33~12-Z-2 Defective P ane 1h it Pe Recp A9X9 | 


chet. V.fine APR 28l’Rien es0 
$3-17-Z-223 Fine : ) , ON ane ls 200) 
$3-13/D-1 Some original ARR KESD yg 3 
red but head very nice . ia | 


rev. : 
33/12 C3 Fine 
33-14-11-3 Vofine 


Une. 





33-14-2-24 GooA 


33-1 JaZm14 v © fi ne 
33-18-@-1 V.fine 











hi Rol gaegon oe | 


V.Fine 
$3-16-2-2 Fine oF ) 1937 
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THE LEGENDARY 1786 M.2.3-T 
The Only Specimen Available to Collectors 


Second Auction Appearance in More 
Than a Century 





(Enlarged) 





























Lot No. 246 


246 1786 Connecticut copper. MBR. Betts 7 (Counterfeit Halfpence, 1886), Hall p. 269 (Connecticut Cen! 
M.2.3-T (Newman, 1963). R-8, one of two known, the other permanently off the market in the Eric P. Newman@ 
lection. Fine, or so. 124.1 gns. 28.1 mm. 1.2 - 1.6 mm. thick. Coin turn. The Discovery Coin. The Miller Sal 
Dark olive brown on both sides. Obverse surface relatively smooth and hard for what it is; reverse quite roug 
right, granular in appearance. Center of obverse fairly sharp with most of the details in the imaginary bust of Co 
cut clear and bold. Figure of Liberty on the reverse about as distinct, there could not have been much more detail 
die than this. IN indistinct on the left, no legend visible on the right, full date, however. 


Not in Miller’s catalog (1920) but included in his auction sale of the same year. Described in part earlier by Dr. 
his notebook as “So called because referred to by Wyllys Betts, Esq. in his monogram (sic) on Counterfeit 
1886...Betts die from Dr. Maris...Do not conform with dies attributed to the hand of Mr. Betts...Mr. Betts ill 
wood-cut No.7. Similar if not identical with the above described Obv & Rev. Tracing a close connection of the m 
this piece with certain rudely executed counterfeit British Half Pennies.” 


Hall did not think the dies were “modern” ones made by Betts. By not listing it in his catalogue Miller might ha 
gested he had a different opinion were it not for the fact that he thought enough of it to own the coin at the time. 
aloguer agrees with Hall and the 1920 Miller sale catalog description (“1786. Contemporaneous copy in copper.”),{ 
are older than Betts and actually better made than his were. ; 


Described by Edward Barnsley (Miller’s Connecticut Listings Updated in CNL March 1964) as “W. Betts reported ® 
combination in 1886 and illustrated both dies in his line engraving No. 7 (Counterfeit Half-pence Current in the Ani 
Colonies, p. 8). He stated that the coin was then in his possession, and described the obverse ‘as having a small heat 
negro type facing the right, with the legend AUTORI.. CONNEC. The reverse shows a mere skeleton for the g 
and bears a British Shield, but with the legend INDE: :ET —, the D being reversed.’ Miller did not mention 
however, and it remained unclassified until 1963 when E.P. Newman suggested to the writer the designation 2, 
sonal Communication, March 18, 1963). One specimen located: ANS.” 


Described by Jeff Rock (Corrigenda Millerensis in CNL May 1991) as “First reported by C. Wyllys Betts in Coun 
Half-Pence Current in the American Colonies, 1886, and illustrated therein by a line engraving. A contemporary 
feit of the 1785 ‘African Head’ variety, this coin may have been produced at the enigmatic Bungtown mints 
Swansea, Massachusetts. This and the following three varieties [i.e., M.2.3-T, 2.4-U, 2.6-V, and 2.6-BRI] are uni 
series of Connecticut coppers as they bear the British arms on the shield on the reverse. The numerical designati 
provided by Eric P. Newman in 1963. The only known specimens are the Betts coin (mistakenly attributed to the 
Collection in Barnsley’s article). Its present whereabouts, today, is unknown, and another in a prominent St. Le is 
tion.” Collectors will argue forever about the origin and purpose of 2.3-T but whatever their conclusions may be, , 
an important opportunity for the really advanced collector of Connecticuts. (SEE COLOR PLATE) eB 


Ex C. Wyllys Betts (1886); Henry C. Miller Collection (Tom Elder, May 29, 1920, lot 2181). 
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CONNECTICUT RELATED ISSUES 


EXTREMELY RARE GEORGE [I-CONNECTICUT MULING 


(Enlarged) 


Lot No. 506 


(Enlarged) 


506 1787 George III counterfeit halfpenny-Connecticut muling. Vlack 13-87CT. Breen 998. Reverse as 1787 CT 
G.2. R-7+. Near Very Fine. 128.1 gns. Light olive brown on both sides. Obverse center quite rough and granular, flawed 
on right. Small planchet cutter clip at the top of the obverse, rim opposite beveled heavily. This is perhaps the second 
finest of four known of this extremely rare variety and will be hotly contested by collectors of Connecticuts and counter- 
feit halfpence alike. The other known specimens include 1) Eastern Collection VF-EF; 2) The Ted Craige Collection coin. 
Fine with obverse flaws; 3) Colonial Newsletter Foundation. Ex Barnsley. Poor. (SEE COLOR PLATE) 


507 


508 


Ex Henry Chapman in July, 1925. 
Thanks to Ed Sarrafian for his assistance with this lot. 


Lot No. 507 


1788 George III counterfeit halfpenny-Connecti- 
cut muling. Vlack 13-88CT. Br.999. Reverse as 1788 
CT D. R-5-. Good Fine. White ink on obverse. 100.7 
gns. Dark olive green and brown on both sides. Obverse 
and reverse surfaces quite rough and granular. De- 
scribed on its round Circle H collector’s ticket as “Pre- 
sented by Dr. Hall Aug/96”. 


Ex William Hays, Dr. Thomas Hall Collections. Round Circle H 
collector’s ticket accompanies the lot. 





Lot No. 508 


1788 George III counterfeit halfpenny-Connecti- 
cut muling. Vlack 13-88CT. Br.999. Reverse as 1788 
CT D. R-5-. A second. Near Very Fine. 101.8 gns. 
Lighter olive brown in color on both sides. Surfaces 
somewhat smooth and hard, granular but not dis- 
turbingly so. Apparently later states of both dies, the ob- 
verse broken at upper right and upper and lower right, 
the reverse at upper right. 


Pedigree unrecorded. 


— 196 — 





509 


510 


Lot No. 509 


1788 George III counterfeit halfpenny-Connecti- 
cut muling. Br.999. Reverse as 1788 CT D. R-5-. A 
third. Very Good/Fine. 121.5 gns. Deep olive brown in 
color on both sides. Obverse and reverse surfaces quite 
rough and granular. Obverse rim clipped at lower right. 


Pedigree unrecorded. Square collector’s ticket accompanies the lot. 





Lot No. 510 


1788 George III counterfeit halfpenny-Connecti- 
cut muling. Viack 13-88CT. Br.999. Reverse as 1788 
CT D. R-5-. A fourth. Very Good/Fine. 139.7 gns. Fairly 
even olive brown in color on both sides. Obverse quite 
rough, portions of the legend on the left indistinct, deep 
rim clip at upper right obscuring that portion of the leg- 
end. The reverse considerably off center to the left, par- 
tial date numerals show, rim clip visible at the lower 
right, some rim nicks elsewhere on this side. 


Ex Henry Phelps Collection (Lyman Low, March 30, 1908, lot 35). 
Square collector’s ticket accompanies the lot. 





CELLER COINAGE OF CQGMKECTICUT Sib 19,2eo Ho. 


THE LONG LOST INVENTORY OF THE 
HALL-BRAND PURCHASE 


The Key to Reconstructing the Hall Collection 


512 The B.G. Johnson - F.C.C. Boyd inventory of the Dr. Thomas Hall-Virgil Brand collection of Connecticut 
coppers. A few months after Dr. Thomas Hall died (May, 1909) Virgil Brand bought his collection intact. The transac- 
tion was noted in the September-October, 1909 issue of The Numismatist. Among other series, at his death Hall’s collec- 
tion included 356 Connecticut coppers which went to Brand, 126 pieces that went to Frank Shumway in 1918, and a 
group of unknown size bought before or very soon after Hall died by Albert Holden, Mrs. Emery Norweb’s father. 


Virgil Brand owned his portion of Hall’s Connecticuts until his own death in June, 1926. Brand’s coin collections were 
divided between his two sons, the job of inventorying and appraising the massive holding being given to St. Louis dealer 
B. G. Johnson. Johnson was charged with finding buyers for parts of the collection neither brother wanted to own and the 
Hall-Brand collection of Connecticuts seems to have been one of these. Some went to Carl Wurtzbach and were sold in 
New Netherland’s Coin Company’s Numisma fixed price lists (none of which, according to Mr. Ford’s recollection, was 
edge marked in white ink). Except to the principals, the fate of the majority of the Hall-Brand Connecticut purchase was 
unknown until now. 


Preserved among the John J. Ford, Jr. archives is an inventory listing of Connecticut coppers dated February 13, 1945 
offered to Fred Boyd by B.G. Johnson (Johnson died in 1947). Titled Hall Collection of Conn. Cents, the listing is type- 
script on five 8.5 x 11 pages of Johnson’s invoice stationery (the last page, containing Connecticut and New Jersey list- 
ings, is represented here by one of Mr. Ford’s photostats, the original being included with the NJ inventory destined for 
the ANS). Each coin is listed with its Brand inventory number, its Miller number, a grade and appropriate comment, and 
its price to Boyd. Skips in the Brand numbers show that the collection offered to Boyd was not the whole one Brand 
bought from Hall’s estate. 


The inventory lists 309 individual Connecticut coppers, or 87% of the original 1909 purchase of the Hall Collection. The 
list is annotated in places, mainly among the 1785’s, by Boyd. It is impossible to say with absolute certainty that Boyd 
bought the offering but it is unlikely that he didn’t. Mr. Ford believes that Boyd bought the Hall-Brand Connecticuts and 
there is numismatic evidence among the coins, above, to support this. The list offered here is important not only for the 
pedigree history of the present collection, but more so for the light it sheds on the contents of Dr. Hall’s collection. 


Ex F.C.C. Boyd Estate. 


























513 '. The Ford ticut Collection Boards. These are the Wayte Raymond card boards that housed th 
Boyd’s day. Each boar ins 10 round coin sized cut-outs srranged in two rows of five, each with four cellop 
serve to retain the coins in their uts. Each board was annotated by Boyd with the attribution numbers of the 
contained. Some of the attributions are reen’s hand, some in the loguer’s. There are almost no other notations 
boards. There are 14 boards for the 1785 Cormecticuts, 14 for the 1785’s, 6 the 1787’s, and 11 boards for the 1788’s. There 
is also one board which housed the counterstam 1787 31.2-r.3 in the collectiomagd the handful of 1787 and 1788 counterfe 
George III coppers also offered above. A unique recorthof a landmark collection. 72 pie 
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i 4-4 / 5 C. Planchet ie, 1760 5-5/ F Poor planchet week- 
defect. ¥. fine 50 ly struck. Unc. 5 00 
. Fe5, Planchet very de- yg 5—5/H-2 Fine 1 25 
fective, Unc. a 5 00 v e762. .* 5e8-G. Very poor plancnet 
" 5-F-5 Olive. Unc. aes me t; Fine 1 25 
1785 4-4/D. 1. Good 1763 «=O 5-8-F, VY.fine 2 50 
t §2/F-1 Olive die bedly 1764 «4 5=8-2. Poor 50 
cracked on obv,. Unc. 50 afoo.. © 5-8-H-2 Fine 1 25 
" §-2/F-1 Scratch on face 1766 (" 5-9-B Wealely struck. 
V.fine 2 50 V.fine 2 50 
i" 6-4 / D. 2. V.roorly / 1767 * 5-9.B Fine 1} 25 
struck. Unc. 7:50 1768 =" 5-10-L Very weekly struck 
" 6~-4/D 4, Much original Une. 5.00 
read; poorly struck up.Unc. 4 00 iToo .% 5—-10—-P Olive. Une. i 10:00 
" 6-4/F-~5 V.fine 2 00 Biya o Bo 5ell-R V.fine 1:25 
" 7/D. 1. Planecnet very of 17¥1 4 Sell-E V. good 1/25 
479 rough. V.fine 5 00 he ae 5-123-H3 V.fine 1 25 
7-D. 1. Date week. Fine A250” 1773 " 5-12-H3 Poor 75 
1786 1-A, Thick planchet.V.fine 1 25 1776 ="! 5-9-Q Unc. 10 00 
" leHayes. Thin " V.rough Le 1-1/5=5 Good 1:25 
Unes 7: 50 1784 =" 3-G V.fine 2 50 
: 2-1 / A Planchet very 1786 all 4-L. V.fine 2 50 
badly rolled. Unc. 7 50 pe 4.4..4~4 Planchet worse 
" 4~] Gilbert & Elder. Une. 12 50 
Ex. fine 7 50 n° bi 4.2 Planchet slight worse 
i" 4—1 Poor 75 V.fine 2 50 
" 402 / R Planchet defect wat 4-1, " slight worse 
Fine 1:25 Y.fine 2.50 
M" 5-1 / Hayes 1. Some 1787 =" 5=P V.fine 1.25 
original red. Badly rolled 1788 «= 6-1/M@ Some corrosion on 
Unc. 12;50 rev. Ex. fine 5 00 
" 5-2 / Hayes 1. Struck on 1789 «" f-2/M Bed break on edge 





Meg /é, eos | 


INVENTORY OF THE HALL-BRAND PURCHASE 


eo ae” Ge Boyd 


rn ee a ne te a ee ae ee a ee 





B. G. JOHNSON, Prop. 
408 OLIVE STREET 


ae ee en 3 ern = 


131 Verick Sb.% New York 13, cee ae 


ee EE Ee A 


to ST. LOUIS STAMP & COIN CO. p.. 





These Goods “a Sy ise on Consignment and Approval and the Title in the Consignor Does Not Pass Until They Are Paid For. 


Detail of Lot No. 512 


— 199 — 


Sequential Page 85 


nd 


March 1964 THE COLONIAL bia elas Page 26 





CHANGES MADE TO MILLER'S COMBINATIONS 
Additions , Deletions 


-1785- 


3.1=-F.3 R. Picker reported this in 1961 as a new 
combination of known dies. (Colonial News- 
letter, Vol. II, No. 1, P. 2). Three 
specimens located: ANS, ERB, Private col- 
lector. 


3.5-L W. H. Breen listed this in 195] as a new 
Combination of known dies. (Manuscript 
Annotations to Miller, P. 10, 14, 16). 


Two specimens located: Private collectors, 


5-F.5 F, A. Canfield and H. Ryder pointed out 5.1-F.5 
——— _ ithat obverses 5,1 and 5.2 were actually D9.2-F,5 
the same die, the former being only a late 
state of the latter, not a different die. 
(Additions and Corrections, P, 4). There- 
fore, 5-F.5 is substituted in place of the 
two Miller combinations, 5.1-F.5 and 5.2= 

F.5. 





Canfield and Ryder "conceded" that reverses 3.5 
6.4-K K.2 and B were actually the same die, thus 6.4- 
verifying Miller's suggestion to that ef- 
fect, (A&C, P. 4). Consequently, 3.5-K.2 
is dropped because its equivalent, 3.5-B, 
is already listed. And Miller's 6,4-K.1 
is redesignated 6.4-K because there is now 
only one variety of reverse K, 


-1786- 


2.3-T W. Betts reported this combination in 1886 —_— 
and illustrated both dies in his line en- 
graving No. 7. (Counterfeit Half-pence 

Current in the American Colonies, P. 8). 
He stated that the coin was then in his pos- 
session, and described the obverse as "hav- 
ing a small head of negro type facing the 
right, with the legend .AUTORI.. CONNEC. 

The reverse shows a mere skeleton for the 
goddess, and bears a British Shield, but 
with the legend INDE: :ET —, the D’ being 
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2e4-U 


4.1-C 


4.2-G 


reversed." Miller did not mention this 
piece, however, and it remained unclassi- 
fied until 1963 when E. P. Newman sug- 
oe to the writer the designation 2.3-T, 


Persona] Communication, March 18. 1963). 
One specimen located: ANS. 


A. D. Hoch identified this as a new combin- 
ation then in the hands of a private col- 
lector. The piece remains inedited, 
although authenticated by W. H. Breen and 
i. P. Newman. The latter also suggested 
the designation 2.4-U because it is so sim-~ 
ilar in general appearance to 2.3-T, par- 
ticularly in regard to the British Shield 
and the reversed D, Although these two 
coins differ from one another in detail, 
workmanship of the dies indicates, nev- 
ertheless, that both pieces were made by 
the same engraver, One specimen located: 
ERB. 


Miller stated, "Mr. Crosby gives this com- —_—_—— 


bination, but no specimen of it has been 
located", hence he omitted it from his 
listing. It is uncertain who rediscovered 
the coin after it had dropped out of sight 
some time between 1875 and 192G. In any 
event, W. H. Breen listed the combination 
in 1951 and made rubbings of its reverse, 
(MAM, P, 16). The writer reported in 1961 
Breen's brief numismatic description of 
this new reverse C because at that time 
the coin itself could not be located, 
(CNL, Vol. II, No. 2, P. 1). Since then, 
the coin has been examined and weighed at 
151.6 grains. Photographs were taken but 
they may not be reproduced, One specimen 
located: Private collector. 


W. H. Breen reported in 1952 that this 
was one of the 105 Connecticuts included 
in an alleged hoard of Early American cop- 
pers reputed to have been discovered in 
1950 near Stepney Depot, Fairfield County, 
Conn, (Numismatist, Vol. 65, No. 1, P. 20; 


Numismatic Digest, Vol. 1, No. 1, P. 7). 


